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CITY OF COCKBURN

AGENDA TO BE PRESENTED TO THE ORDINARY
COUNCIL MEETING TO BE HELD ON
THURSDAY, 14 FEBRUARY 2013 AT 7:00 PM

1. DECLARATION OF MEETING

2. APPOINTMENT OF PRESIDING MEMBER (If required)

3. DISCLAIMER (To be read aloud by Presiding Member)

Members of the public, who attend Council Meetings, should not act
immediately on anything they hear at the Meetings, without first seeking
clarification of Council's position. Persons are advised to wait for written
advice from the Council prior to taking action on any matter that they may
have before Council.

4, ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF
FINANCIAL INTERESTS AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST (by Presiding
Member)

5. APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE

6. ACTION TAKEN ON PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE

7. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
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8.

10.

11.

12.
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CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

8.1 (OCM 14/02/2013) - ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING - 13
DECEMBER 2012

RECOMMENDATION

That Council adopt the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting held
on Thursday, 13 December 2012, as a true and accurate record.

COUNCIL DECISION

WRITTEN REQUESTS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS

BUSINESS LEFT OVER FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING (If adjourned)

DECLARATION OF COUNCILLORS WHO HAVE NOT GIVEN DUE
CONSIDERATION TO MATTERS IN THE BUSINESS PAPER

Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014
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13. COUNCIL MATTERS

13.1 (OCM 14/02/2013) - MINUTES OF THE DELEGATED AUTHORITIES,
POLICIES AND POSITION STATEMENTS COMMITTEE MEETING -
31/01/2013 (CC/P/001) (D GREEN) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION

That Council adopt the Minutes of the Delegated Authorities, Policies
and Position Statements Committee Meeting held on Thursday, 31
January 2013, as attached to the Agenda and adopts the
recommendations contained therein.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

The Delegated Authorities, Policies and Position Statements
Committee conducted a meeting on 31 January 2013. The Minutes of
the meeting are required to be presented.

Submission

N/A

Report

The Committee recommendations are now presented for consideration
by Council and if accepted, are endorsed as the decisions of Council.
Any Elected Member may withdraw any item from the Committee
meeting for discussion and propose an alternative recommendation for
Council's consideration. Any such items will be dealt with separately,
as provided for in Council’'s Standing Orders.

The primary focus of this meeting was to review the Policies and
Position Statements of the Engineering and Works Division and
Executive Support Services, in accordance with Council's decision. In
addition to the above, there are a number of Planning and
Development DAPPS that are being presented to final adoption on the
completion of public consultation.
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Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Leading & Listening
- Effective and constructive dialogue with all City stakeholders.

Effective advocacy that builds and manages relationships with all
stakeholders.

A responsive, accountable and sustainable organisation.
A culture of risk management and compliance with relevant
legislation, policy and guidelines

Budget/Financial Implications

As contained in the Minutes.

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

As contained in the Minutes.

Attachment(s)

Minutes of the Delegated Authorities, Policies and Position Statements
Committee Meeting — 31 January 2013.

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners
N/A
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.
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14. PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION ISSUES

14.1 (OCM 14/02/2013) - DRAFT MURDOCH SPECIALISED ACTIVITY
CENTRE STRUCTURE PLAN - LOCATION: MURDOCH ACTIVITY
CENTRE FRAME - APPLICANT: WESTERN AUSTRALIAN
PLANNING COMMISSION (SM/M/070) (R COLALILLO) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION

That Council endorse this report as the basis to making a submission
to the Western Australian Planning Commission (“WAPC”) on the Draft
Murdoch Specialised Activity Centre (“Draft MSACSP”), emphasising
the following issues:

1. That the Roe Highway extension is an uncommitted aspect
of the future road hierarchy, and accordingly cannot be
relied on as a component of the Draft MSACSP.

2. That the issues of traffic need to be comprehensively
investigated and addressed.

3. That detailed environmental studies need to be undertaken
and completed.

4. That the existing Parks and Recreation reserved land within
the City of Cockburn, accommodating important regional
sports facilities, be retained and protected into the future.

5. That the Draft MSACSP indicate more logical urban frame
areas, which have the capacity for accommodating higher
urban densities, rather than seeking to prescribe exact area
at this broader stage.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel

The Western Australian Planning Commission’s State Planning Policy
4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (“SPP4.2") identifies Murdoch
as a ‘Specialised Centre’. Specialised Centres have a focus on
regionally significant economic or institutional activities that generate
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many work and visitor trips, which therefore require a high level of
transport accessibility. The primary functions of Murdoch are identified
as Health, Education and Research.

SPP4.2 specifies that Specialised Centres provide opportunities for the
development of complementary activities, particularly knowledge-based
businesses. A range of land uses that complement the primary function
of these centres will be encouraged on a scale that will not detract from
other centres in the hierarchy. The policy requires ‘Activity Centre
Structure Plans’ to be prepared for Specialised Centres, with the
WAPC being the responsible approval authority.

Murdoch Activity Centre Structure Plan - Part A

In June 2007, the WAPC approved the Murdoch Activity Centre
Structure Plan — Part A (“MACSP-A"). The MACSP-A relates to land
located to the south west of the Murdoch train station and bound by the
Kwinana Freeway to the east, Farrington Road to the south, Murdoch
Drive and South Street to the north. The approved MACSP-A is shown
in Attachment 1 to this report.

In its 2007 approval, the WAPC noted the consideration of the broader
Murdoch activity centre area, including long term planning for Murdoch
University and other associated areas was required to be investigated
as a separate study and structure plan. This broader plan has now
been formulated and is known as the Draft Murdoch Specialised
Activity Centre Structure Plan (“Draft MSACSP”) which is the subject of
this report.

The Draft MSACSP is currently being advertised for comment. The
purpose of this report is to examine the key implications for the City of
Cockburn (“City”) and for Council to formulate a position with respect to
the Draft MSACSP and provide the WAPC with a submission.

The Draft MSACSP was commissioned by the WAPC to guide the
strategic development of the wider Murdoch Activity Centre. The
WAPC through the DoP is responsible for ensuring that integrated land
use and infrastructure planning is in place for Murdoch which is
identified as a significant ‘Specialised Centre’ and Transit Oriented
Development (“TOD”) opportunity in the WAPC’s spatial planning
framework ‘Directions 2031 and Beyond'.

The primary objective of the Draft MSACSP is to align the current
strategic and development plans of all Murdoch institutions and
landholders to ensure the most efficient and compatible use of land.
Additionally, the WAPC has directed that the structure plan “considers
a long term vision for the development of Murdoch Activity Centre,
promoting not just greater collaboration between parties but
‘innovation’ in the master planning of this activity centre as a major


http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/1267.asp
http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/1267.asp
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knowledge based export hub in conjunction with the existing regionally
significant institutional activities”.

The Draft MSACSP is different to conventional structure plans as it
provides for more than physical design or land use planning within the
study area. Its aim is therefore to develop a new type of strategic
document, which is adequately informed by the economic realities and
opportunities at Murdoch and shaped by the environmental character
and sensitivities of the place.

The Structure Plan has implications for the Metropolitan Region
Scheme and the Local Planning Schemes of both the City of Melville
and City of Cockburn. The current Draft MSACSP has been prepared
by the DoP (and its lead consultant Hames Sharley) for formal
consultation and public feedback purposes. When finalised, the
Structure Plan will be endorsed by the WAPC and will effectively
supersede the existing MACSP-A which has been in operation since
2007.

The Draft MSACSP is a 150 page document and is therefore too large
to include as a full attachment to this report. Therefore only key text
and diagrams of the full Draft MSACSP have been included as
attachments in this case. A copy of the document is available via the
DoP's website - www.planning.wa.gov.au.

Submission
N/A
Report

The Draft MSACSP primarily covers land within the City of Melville
however it also includes approximately 52 hectares of land which is
within the City of Cockburn. Additionally, the range of land uses
proposed and intensity of future development within the Draft MSACSP
will have wider ranging impacts for the City's transport network,
recreation opportunities and natural environment. The potential
implications for the City and proposed modifications or
recommendations for the Draft MSACSP are discussed in detail as
follows:

Movement Network

The ‘Movement section of the Draft MSACSP notes that there are
reports and concerns regarding traffic congestion that need to be
explored further and fundamental changes to the traffic network may
need to be employed. It is disappointing that detailed investigations
and analysis were not undertaken during the preparation of the Draft
MSACSP to inform the design and future requirements of the plan


http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/
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itself. This is considered to represent a significant issue for the plan,
and is of a magnitude that requires full resolution prior to final
consideration of the Draft MSACSP.

The Draft MSCASP provides minimal information in respect to public
transport and private vehicle access/egress from the south including
via Murdoch Drive, Farrington Road and Bibra Drive. It is therefore
recommended that detailed traffic modelling be undertaken and plans
developed for prior to any decision to consider the Draft MSACSP for
final approval. This detailed traffic modelling needs to cater for the
projected vehicular (light and heavy), cyclist and pedestrian movement
into and out of the precinct from this direction. The modelling is to be
based on at least three scenarios including:

No Roe Highway Extension (“RHE”)

RHE only to Murdoch Drive

Full RHE past North Lake Road to Stock Road.

Particularly from the perspective of the City of Cockburn, Council's
formal position is not supportive of Roe Highway being developed.
Accordingly it needs to be understood whether the Draft MSACSP is
capable of full implementation if Roe Highway doesn't proceed, or
whether there is a maximum threshold that can't be exceeded.

Traffic modelling would also need to include detailed implications of the
Draft MSCASP on the south road network (Farrington Rd, Bibra Dr,
Progress Dr, North Lake Rd) within the City. .

As noted above, the extension of Roe Highway in the short to medium
term, or at all, is not a “given”’, and could be described as uncertain.
Alternative plans need to be developed and incorporated into the Draft
MSCASP to address the significant traffic flows expected to impact on
the City's road network south and south west of the subject area
(including Farrington Road and Bibra Drive) arising from the Fiona
Stanley hospital opening and the other developments in the area. It
further questions whether there is a maximum threshold that
development can't exceed given the prevailing traffic issues for the
area.

Similarly attention to public transport and cyclist and pedestrian
movements to/from the south needs much more coverage in the Draft
MSCASP.

Any development alongside or connecting with Farrington Road must
be designed in line with “controlled access” main road principles. This
would entail no direct driveway access, all connections to be via
controlled intersections, and the number of connections being limited
accordingly.
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Measures need to be identified and secured in terms of access and
egress to the ‘Murdoch Chase’ residential estate currently via
Farrington Road, not being adversely impacted by future development
of the Draft MSCASP core area.

The Draft MSACSP identifies that the role and function of Farrington
Road may require review in light of the outcomes of Roe Highway
extension. The City does not support any duplication or widening of
Farrington Road due to the potential environmental impacts on the
adjacent Beeliar Regional Park. Upgrades within the existing road
reservation may be supported subject to relevant mechanisms and
actions to protect the adjacent environment.

The ‘Movement’ section of the report also provides only a brief analysis
and proposal of a dual path network within the Draft MSCASP area but
lacks details in respect of pedestrian connectivity between the subject
area and the area south of Farrington Rd. This is important as the
southern adjacent area is an environmentally sensitive conservation
and recreation area and will be an attractor for future residents within
the Murdoch Activity Centre core. It is also unclear as to the views of
the university in respect of securing important elements of the campus
for the public realm such as pedestrian and cycling connections.

Environment

The Draft MSACSP acknowledges that further studies are necessary in
respect to environmental issues across the site as a whole. It is the
City's view that in line with standard structure plan preparation
guidelines that these studies should have been undertaken to inform
the preparation and design of the Draft MSACSP.

For example, the Draft MSACSP recommends that a number of flora
and fauna studies should be undertaken for areas outside existing
reserves to avoid further habitat fragmentation. It suggests that these
studies be undertaken before subdivision or development. The most
relevant time for these studies to be undertaken is during the structure
planning phase in order to inform the overall layout and design of cells
within the structure plan area.

Similarly, the Draft MSACSP recommends further studies are required
to determine appropriate buffers distances around existing wetland
areas. The City reiterates that these studies should have already been
undertaken to inform the preparation and design of the structure plan.

The City strongly supports the introduction of a minimum green building
rating into building design criteria and it is suggested that the ratings be
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such that they meet best practice sustainable building design as a
minimum. Addressing the ‘heat island effect’ of future development will
be of particularly importance given the highly dense nature of
development proposed.

Consideration should also be given alternative forms of energy
generation for larger faciliies and precincts including Tri and Co-
generation and Geothermal. It is understood that Fiona Stanley
Hospital will utilise a Co-generation system and has set the standard
for the remainder of the activity centre.

The Draft MSACSP states that “Due to the often unsightly aesthetic of
utilities infrastructure, expansion should be restricted to the training and
technology precinct where possible. Where development is required it
must be screened from view from the public realm.”

The above is considered to be a flawed assumption as utility
infrastructure should be installed where it can provide the best
advantage and be designed in a manner that blends in and even
compliments the architectural themes of the sites. Tri gen / district
energy plants can be installed in the ground floor of buildings, wind
generators can provide a key backdrop demonstrating sustainability,
PV panels can be integrated into roof structures and power and hot
and cold water conduits can be installed underground along transit
corridors. Rather it is conventional electricity substations and overhead
power lines that can be aesthetically displeasing and it is these
traditional forms of development that should be discouraged through
alternative renewable energy provisions.

Existing MRS Parks and Recreation reserved land

The Draft MSACSP identifies existing MRS Parks and Recreation
reserved land within the City of Cockburn as forming part of the
‘Murdoch South’ precinct.

The land parcels are currently owned in freehold by WAPC and were
leased to the City of Cockburn on the 1 July 1986 for a period of 25
years, expiring 30 June 2011, with an option to renew for a further
twenty five years. The City subsequently subleased the land parcels
to:
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Lakeside Recreation Centre — lease commencement date 1
September 1990 expiring 29 June 2011.

North Lake Spanish Club — lease commencement date 1 July
1991 expiring 30 June 2011.

Murdoch Pines Golf and Recreation Club - lease
commencement date 1 July 1995 expiring 29 June 2011.

The subleases offered options to renew the leases for further terms
and all parties have indicated their desire to take up the option on their
leases which are:

Lakeside Recreation Centre — 25 Years
North Lake Spanish Club — 25 Years
Murdoch Pines Golf and Recreation Club — 10 Years

The land is identified within the Beeliar Regional Park Management
Plan 2006 for recreational uses and the City’s intention is that these
uses will continue into the future.

Given that the Draft MSACSP is a long term strategic document which
aims to provide for the needs of future communities, redevelopment of
the existing recreation sites is only a consideration that could be
contemplated with careful consideration. This would be about
understanding the sporting needs of the region for the future. This has
not occurred to the extent required to contemplate a change in
planning direction.

There appears to be an absence of rigour to underpin any assumptions
which suggest a different strategic approach to regional open space for
this land precinct. The City considers that there is a need to protect this
regional open space in perpetuity, as an important component of a
broader activity centre which is planned to be of central city scale
proportions.

In addition to the concerns held about the potential loss of important
regional open space, there are further issues including traffic noise and
access. Particularly given the potential isolation of the subject area
from the rest of the MSACSP, it is felt that attempts to connect
residential/urban living in this area with the MSACSP will be tenuous at
best.

Given the above the City does not support the changes in land use for
these areas as indicated in the Draft MSACSP.

The Draft MSACSP suggests that “this area could accommodate a
government led initiative to provide, for example, exemplar high-density

11
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housing, designed to assist builders to lead the market into more
sustainable forms of housing”.

The above appears to be contradictory to the notion of higher density
housing and development be within highly activated areas, particularly
as the southern area is proposed not to be developed until well into the
future. This is on the basis that it is not evident that it will be served by
good public transport connections or be walkable distance to other
services. Therefore the proposed high density examples led by
government initiative should be occurring in the first development
stages of the Draft MSACSP adjacent to the high frequency transit
spine and ‘Murdoch Square’.

Implementation

The Draft MSACSP states that the coordination of a number of
activities at a state, regional and local level as well as the preparation
of a number of key documents will be required in order to implement
the vision of the document. The DoP’s current preferred approach to
implementation is through the provisions of the respective Local
Schemes, which will require the introduction of provisions to the City of
Melville and City of Cockburn Town Planning Schemes as well as the
Metropolitan Region Scheme.

However, as stated in the document, the possibility exists for the
WAPC to deliver the project through the introduction of an
‘Improvement Plan’ and associated 'Improvement Scheme' under the
provisions of the Planning and Development Act 2005. This method
could potentially lead the creation of a redevelopment authority to
oversee the project’s implementation.

Given the uncertainty in terms of delivery, it is considered appropriate
that a determination be made on how the Draft MSACSP be
implemented prior to the plan being considered for adoption.

The statutory planning implementation table within the Draft MSACSP
requires that a review of the City's local planning framework be
undertaken to ensure consistency with the Draft MSACSP. In terms of
timing it recommends that amendments to TPS3 be drafted during
consideration of the Draft MSACSP and prior to its finalisation. This
approach is considered very premature and is not supported on the
basis that the City has concerns with the Draft MSACSP in its current
form. This section should therefore be modified to allow for any future
amendments to be undertaken after the Draft MSACSP has been
finalised.
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Residential densities and ‘frame area’

The Draft Plan depicts an arbitrary line in terms of areas of the
surrounding suburbs which may be able to accommodate higher urban
densities in order to help deliver a broader mix and concentration of
people and activities to the area. The depicted line goes does to the
scale of following local roads, which is considered to distract from the
broader merits of considering strategically the capacity for higher urban
densities in proximity of specialised centres and associated
infrastructure.

In terms of the Draft MSACSP, it is considered that more indicative and
logical extents be considered to help inform future planning at the local
level within the Cities of Melville and Cockburn which will likely include
review of urban densities. Such extents could logically be:

1. Sommerville Boulevard and Parry Avenue to the north

2. Karel Avenue to the east

3. Farrington Road to the south

4. North Lake Road to the west.

This should be changed as part of the Draft MSACSP.
Conclusion

It is positive to see the invigorated level of strategic planning being
undertaken by the WAPC for the Murdoch Activity Centre. However
noting the importance of the centre, it is vital that a number of critical
aspects be investigated and concluded prior to the Draft MSACSP
being considered for final adoption.

The City has previously outlined the bulk of the concerns to the WAPC
during the preparation of the final draft version of the MSACSP and it is
unclear why these haven't been considered prior to advertising of the
Draft MSACSP.

Notwithstanding, it is appropriate that the City make a comprehensive
new submission on the Draft MSACSP, specifically emphasising the
following points:

1. That the Roe Highway extension is an uncommitted aspect of the
future road hierarchy, and accordingly cannot be relied on as a
component of the Draft MSACSP.

2. That the issues of traffic need to be comprehensively investigated
and addressed.

3. That detailed environmental studies need to be undertaken and
completed.
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4. That the existing Parks and Recreation reserved land within the
City of Cockburn, accommodating important regional sports
facilities, be retained and protected into the future.

5. That the Draft MSACSP indicate more logical urban frame areas,
which have the capacity for accommodating higher urban
densities, rather than seeking to prescribe exact area at this
broader

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Growing City
To grow our City in a sustainable way by: using land efficiently,
protecting the natural environment and conserving biodiversity.

Infrastructure
Community facilities that meet the diverse needs of the community
now and into the future.

Community & Lifestyle
Promotion of active and healthy communities.

Budget/Financial Implications

The Draft MSCASP is a strategic and long term document and it is
unlikely changes to the City's Scheme and Scheme Map will be
required within the short to medium term. However, in the long term,
changes may be required and any Scheme Amendments and LSP’s
will require staff resources and time in terms of preparation and
implementation. Although these cannot be quantified at this stage, the
Draft MSACSP recommends the City contribute to items as a District
Water Management Strategy and prepare amendments to TPS3 in line
with the Draft MSACSP.

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

The Draft MSACSP was advertised by the WAPC from 5 December
2012 to 8 February 2013. The WAPC have undertaken an extensive
public consultation process including advertising within newspapers,
internet and copies of documents being available from various publicly
accessible locations including within the City of Cockburn. The City
also advertised the Draft MSACSP the on its website. Landowners
within the suburbs of North Lake, Bibra Lake and Coolbellup were also
sent letters from the WAPC to make them aware of the proposal.
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Officers from the DoP have confirmed that they will accept a ‘late’
submission from the City given the timing of the first available Council
meeting in 2013 being after the official close of advertising.

Attachment(s)

Draft MSACSP Executive Summary

Draft Structure Plan Key Diagram

Site Plan

Activity Centre Precinct Areas

Range of Dwelling Zones

Proposed Major Road Network

Precinct Character Guidelines

Staging Plan

Mid and Long Term Transport Infrastructure
0. Key Interventions and Actions

BOONOO~WNE

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

The DoP has been advised that this matter is to be considered at the
14 February 2013 Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995
Nil.
14.2 (OCM 14/02/2013) - COOLBELLUP TOWN CENTRE STRUCTURE

PLAN - LOCATION: N/A - OWNER: VARIOUS - APPLICANT: DPS
(SM/M/071) (R SERVENTY) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

1) adopts the Coolbellup Town Centre Structure Plan subject to the
following modifications:

1. The addition of a new annotation to the Structure Plan and
part one requiring the north-south pedestrian link, Main
Street and Town Square to be subject to an easement in
gross on any future Strata Plan to ensure the general
public has legal access to these spaces at all times.

2. Include a requirement in part two for the north-south
pedestrian link to be provided with adequate lighting.

3. Include a requirement in part two that the design of the
main street and town square prioritises pedestrian
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2)

3)
(4)

10.

11.

12.

movement.

The Structure Plan to identify Sugar Gums on Lot 3 as
being retained as per the Vegetation Assessment in
Appendix 2.

Section 1.4 of part one amended to read that the Structure
Plan comes into effect after the City issues final approval
and the WAPC endorses the Structure Plan.

Section 3.2 of Table A amended to require development to
conform to designated R80 density.

Section 4.1 of Table A amended so that development
proposed by a third party is not a criteria for requiring a
Detailed Area Plan.

Section 4.3 of Table A amended so that significant
departure(s) from the endorsed Structure Plan cannot be
undertaken via the preparation of a Detailed Area Plan.

Table 1 and Table 2 of the Structure Plan be removed and
included in part one.

Removal of non critical annotations from the Structure Plan
to the satisfaction of the City and where appropriate
include it in part one.

Removal of recommended land uses from the Structure
Plan and part two section 4.4.

Include in Part Two Section 4.8.3 a requirement that only
parallel parking is to be developed directly adjacent to
Waverley Road and Coolbellup Avenue.

once the Proposed Structure Plan has been modified in
accordance with Recommendation 1, forward the proposed
Structure Plan to the Western Australian Planning Commission
for endorsement, pursuance of Clause 6.2.10.1 of the Scheme;

adopts the attached Schedule of Submissions; and

advise in writing the proponent and all submissioners of the
outcome of this decision.
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Background

A proposed Coolbellup Town Centre Local Structure Plan (LSP) was
submitted to City in November 2012 (refer Attachment 1). The intent of
the LSP is to guide the redevelopment of the Town Centre for a mix of
uses, including Residential R80, Mixed Use and Retail. The LSP has
been prepared on behalf of the proprietors of the Coolbellup Hotel, but
covers the whole of the Town Centre.

The proposed LSP outlines structural elements to guide the future
development of the Town Centre in a way which produces and
attractive and vibrant activity centre. The LSP also provides a
framework for preparing and assessing more detailed development
applications. It enables landowners to progress their respective
developments without reliance on other landowners within the Town
Centre. This is particularly important considered the incremental nature
of development which occurs in areas of fragmented land ownership.

The purpose of this report is to consider the LSP for final adoption,
following the advertising period taking place.

Submission

The proposed Structure Plan has been submitted by DPS planning
consultants on behalf of Coolbellup Hotel Pty Ltd.

Report

In 2001 the City, recognising that Coolbellup Town Centre was
underperforming, requested the Department of Housing ("DoH") and
the Department of Planning ("DoP") undertake a joint planning study of
the Coolbellup Town Centre. A subsequent Enquiry by Design
community consultation workshop investigated options for the
redevelopment of the Centre. One of the options investigated, Scenario
3, involved the relocation and redevelopment of the Coolbellup Town
Centre to the former Koorilla Primary School site and development of
the existing site for residential purposes. In 2007 commercial
consultant, Syme Marmion & Co, were engaged by the Council to
assess the redevelopment options for the Coolbellup Town Centre.
Syme Marmion concluded that Scenario 3 was not feasible and
recommended that other options be investigated. Other options
included:
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Redevelopment and refurbishment of the existing centre with
surplus land developed for residential uses,

Relocation of the shopping centre to the corner of Coolbellup
Avenue and Waverley Road (hotel site) and redevelopment of the
current shopping centre site for residential uses; or

Do nothing leaving owners to undertake repairs, upgrades and
refurbishment on an as needs basis.

This conclusion and options were presented to Council in December
2007, where a resolution was passed to seek community, land owner
and tenant feedback on the options and proposals prepared by Syme
Marmion. This consultation was undertaken from November 2008 to
January 2009. Analysis of the submissions received and the issues
relevant to the project were presented to Council in July 2009. At this
meeting the Council concluded that due to financial risks, the City
should not resume the land or proceed any further with the project, but
rather encourage the owners to self fund further studies of
redevelopment options. The City also committed (as part of its normal
strategic planning role) to assist the proponents where possible so that
a structure plan could be formulated and presented for formal
consideration.

The Proposal

The intent of the proposed Coolbellup Town Centre LSP is to guide the
redevelopment of the Town Centre for a mix of uses, including
Residential R80, Mixed Use and Retail.

The proposed LSP outlines structural elements to guide the future
development of the Town Centre in a way which produces and
attractive and vibrant activity centre. The LSP also provides a
framework for preparing and assessing more detailed development
applications. It enables landowners to progress their respective
developments without reliance on other landowners within the Town
Centre. This is particularly important considered the incremental nature
of development which occurs in areas of fragmented land ownership.

It is the purpose of this report to recommend the adoption of the LSP
subject to a number of modifications. The recommended modifications
are outlined below and are generally in response to submissions
lodged during the public advertising period. The recommendations
include:
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1. Various amendments to the Structure Plan and Part One of the
Structure Plan relating to planning process and new Structure
Plan preparation conventions stemming from a submission from
the Department of Planning.

2. Removal of recommended land uses from the Structure Plan and
Part Two Section 4.4 so as to remove any confusion regarding
land use permissibility.

3. Addition of a new annotation to the Structure Plan and section to
Part One requiring the north-south pedestrian link, Main Street
and Town Square be subject to an easement in gross on any
future Strata Plan to ensure the general public has legal access to
these spaces at all times.

4. Include a requirement in Part Two for the north-south pedestrian
link to be provided with adequate lighting.

5. Include a requirement in Part Two that the design of the Main
Street and Town Square prioritises pedestrian movement.

6. Identify Sugar Gums on Lot 3 as being retained as per the
Vegetation Assessment on Structure Plan.

Issues Raised During Consultation

The issues raised during the public advertising of the LSP are
summarised in the following sections. Some of the concerns resulted in
recommendations to modify the LSP.

Building Height

Five submissions were received raising concerns regarding the
building height proposed by the Structure Plan. These concerns related
to maintaining the existing character of Coolbellup and overlooking
opportunities from new residential development.

With regard to neighourhood character, concerns were raised that the
four to five storey maximum building height would allow significantly
larger scale development than the predominately single storey
development within Coolbellup. However, there are a number of three
storey apartment developments throughout Coolbellup and one
adjacent to the Town Centre. It is not considered that this break from
the existing built form will be detrimental to the broader character of
Coolbellup. Rather, such is considered to reflect the natural evolution
of urban areas throughout Perth, and particularly look to focus
opportunities for higher density development in areas which comprises
a mix of activities and which would benefit from higher concentrations
of people to help generate activity.

Neighbourhood Centres, like Coolbellup, are identified as suitable

locations for higher density residential development under the State
and Metropolitan planning policy framework. Over the following
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decades Neighourhood Centres across Perth are expected to undergo
redevelopment into mixed use, medium to high density developments.

With regard to concerns over opportunities for overlooking from new
residential development, the four to five storey maximum building
height will not increase the area of the adjacent residential
development which is overlooked. These existing dwellings are set
back from any future residential dwellings by a minimum of 30m along
Waverly Road, 40m along Coolbellup Avenue and 35m along Cordelia
Avenue. These setbacks will be adequate to prevent overlooking of
adjoining dwellings beyond the front setback area.

Traffic and On-Street Parking

Five submissions raised concerns regarding traffic and on-street
parking. These concerns relate to safety issues and removal of street
trees.

With regard to safety concerns over increased traffic and on-street
parking, the Structure Plan includes a Traffic Report which
demonstrates that the proposal will not increase the traffic volumes
along Coolbellup Avenue, Waverley Road and Cordelia Avenue
beyond their existing design capacity. The Traffic Report’'s modelling of
the development potential of the Town Centre under the proposed
Structure Plan found that there would be no requirement for additional
trafic management measures for the surrounding road network
resulting from the proposed land uses and density. Nevertheless,
responding to the anecdotal evidence of speeding along Coolbellup
Avenue, the Structure Plan identifies the need for traffic management
measures to ensure safe access and egress from the site. The Traffic
Report also provides guidance on the design and location of on-street
parking in order to ensure safe and efficient traffic movement. Detailed
design of on-street parking will be set at the development application
stage and will comply with the Australian Standards (AS2890).

With regard to concerns over street tree removal, the Structure Plan
proposes on-street parking on the southern side of Waverly Road and
eastern side of Coolbellup Avenue; however, the existing street trees
will be required to be retained. Any future works within the road
reserves will be required to demonstrate, through an arboriculture
report, that the trees will be maintained in a healthy condition.

North-South Pedestrian Link

Two submissions raised concerns regarding pedestrian safety and
opportunities for graffiti within the proposed north-south Pedestrian
Link. The Structure Plan requires that north—south pedestrian link be
designed to be safe and inviting, with adjoining development providing
passive surveillance over the space. In response to a submission’s
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comments about lighting in the space, it is also recommended that the
Structure Plan (Part Two - Explanatory Section) be amended to include
the requirement for adequate lighting. It is considered that these design
features will limit the opportunities for graffiti and create a safe
pedestrian thoroughfare.

Structure Plan Formatting, Structure and Processes

The Department of Planning in its submission made various
recommendations to amend the Structure Plan and part one of the
Structure Plan. These recommendations relate to the planning process
and the new Structure Plan preparation conventions. These
recommendations are supported.

Conclusion

In summary it is recommended that Coolbellup Town Centre LSP be

adopted subject to the following modifications:

1. Various amendments to the Structure Plan and part one of the
Structure Plan relating to planning process and new Structure
Plan preparation conventions stemming from a submission from
the Department of Planning.

2. Removal of recommended land uses from Structure Plan and part
two Section 4.4 so as to remove any confusion regarding land use
permissibility.

3. Addition of a new annotation to Structure Plan and section to part
one requiring the north-south pedestrian link, Main Street and
Town Square be subject to an easement in gross on any future
Strata Plan to ensure the general public has legal access to these
spaces at all times.

4. Include a requirement in part two for the north-south pedestrian
link to be provided with adequate lighting.

5. Include a requirement in part two that the design of the Main
Street and Town Square prioritises pedestrian movement.

6. Identify Sugar Gums on Lot 3 as being retained as per the
Vegetation Assessment on Structure Plan.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications
Growing City

To grow our City in a sustainable way by: using land efficiently,
protecting the natural environment and conserving biodiversity.

Diversity of housing to respond to changing needs and
expectations.

Community & Lifestyle
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Community environments that are socially cohesive and embrace
diversity.

Communities that take pride and aspire to a greater sense of
community.

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

The LSP was advertised for public consultation for 21 days from 19
December. Attachment 2 tables the submissions received during
advertising. In total 18 submissions were received, nine of these
submissions were from Government departments. Of the nine
submissions from community members five submissions objected to
the LSP and two did not support elements of the LSP. The key
concerns raised in these submissions have been discussed under the
report section above.

Attachment(s)

1. Coolbellup Town Centre LSP
2. Table of Submmissions

Advice to Proponent(s)/Applicant

Those who lodged a submission have been advised that the matter will
be considered at the 14 February 2013, Ordinary Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.
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14.3 (OCM 14/02/2013) - STRUCTURE PLAN ADOPTION - LOCATION:
LOT 742 HAMMOND ROAD, SUCCESS - OWNER: DEL CARLO
DEVELOPMENTS PTY LTD - APPLICANT: CITY OF COCKBURN
(SM/M/078) (A VAN BUTZELAAR) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council:

(1) endorse the Schedule of Submission prepared in respect of the
Structure Plan;

(2) in accordance with Clause 6.2.9.1 of City of Cockburn Town
Planning Scheme No. 3 (“Scheme”), adopts the Structure Plan
for Lot 742 Hammond Road, Success; and

(3) advises the landowners within the Structure Plan area and those
who made a submission of Council’'s decision accordingly.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

The purpose of this report is to consider for adoption the Proposed
Structure Plan for Lot 742 Hammond Road, Success ("subject land").
The Proposed Structure Plan seeks to provide the framework for the
zoning and subsequent land use and development control of the
subject land.

The City gave conditional planning approval for a residential
development comprising single and two bedroom multiple dwellings
and five single dwellings (17 dwellings) at densities of between R40 to
R80 on 2 November 2007. This was given in advance of a Structure
Plan as the issues were largely design driven, and accordingly it was
decided that the subsequent zoning arrangements for the land could be
handled through a future Structure Plan.

As the development is now completed, it is necessary for the City to
appropriately zone/code the land by way of a Structure Plan to reflect
development that has been undertaken, and to ensure that it is clear to
current/future landowners what their zoning is.
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As the Structure Plan does not facilitate subdivision, as defined by the
Scheme, the Western Australian Planning Commission ("WAPC") is not
required to endorse the Structure Plan as per Clause 6.2.10 of the
Scheme. The Structure Plan has been advertised, and is now
presented to Council for final adoption.

Submission
N/A

Report

The subject area is zoned Urban under the Metropolitan Region
Scheme ("MRS") and is located within Development Area 8,
Development Contribution Area 2 and Development Contribution Area
13 under the Scheme. The subject land area is 0.2574 hectares in size
and is located approximately 28 kilometers south west of the Perth
CBD inthe locality of Success (refer Attachment 1).

The Structure Plan area has been developed for residential purposes.
12 single and two bedroom multiple dwellings and five single dwellings
exist on the site. Planning approval for the 12 multiple dwellings and 5
single was granted on November 1 2007.

The decision to consider the development in the absence of a Structure
Plan was done so on the basis that the main issues were design
related. This meant that the future decisions to apply zoning could best
be made once the full development outcome for the land had been
secured. This has now taken place.

Community Consultation

The Structure Plan for the subject land (Attachment 2) was advertised
for public comment between 1 December 2012 to 1 January 2013. This
included a notice in the Cockburn Gazette, a letter to the current
landowner, adjoining landowners and State Government agencies. At
the close of advertising 8 submissions had been received, all from
State Government agencies and servicing authorities. The submissions
provided advice and raised no objections to the structure plan. The
submissions are set out in the Schedule of Submissions (Attachment
3).

Pursuant to Clause 6.2.4 and Schedule 11 of the Scheme, a structure
plan is required to be prepared and adopted to guide future subdivision
and development.

Having regard to the submissions, and that development for the land
has taken place; it is recommended that Council approve the Structure
Plan for Lot 742 Hammond Road, Success. This will apply the
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necessary zoning for the land to help inform the ongoing use of the
land for residential purposes.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications
Growing City

To grow our City in a sustainable way by: using land efficiently,
protecting the natural environment and conserving biodiversity.

Development that is soundly balanced between new and existing
areas.

Community & Lifestyle
- Community environments that are socially cohesive and embrace
diversity.

Communities that are connected, inclusive and promote
intergenerational opportunities.

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

In accordance with Clause 6.2.8 of the Scheme, public consultation
was undertaken from 1 December 2012 to 1 January 2013. This
included a notice in the Cockburn Gazette, letters to landowners within
the Structure Plan area, adjoining landowners and State Government
agencies.

Analysis of the submissions has been undertaken within the ‘Report
section above, as well as the attached Schedule of Submissions
(Attachment 3).

Attachment(s)

1. Location and Context Plan

2. Proposed Local Structure Plan
3. Schedule of Submissions

Advice to Proponent(s) / Submissioners
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The Proponent(s) and those who lodged a submission on the proposal
have been advised that this matter is to be considered at the 14
Febuary 2013 Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.

144 (OCM 14/02/2013) - HAMILTON HILL REVITALISATION
STRATEGY SCHEME AMENDMENT - LOCATION: HAMILTON HILL -
OWNER: VARIOUS - APPLICANT: CITY OF COCKBURN (93100) (R
SERVENTY) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

(1) in pursuance of Section 75 of the Planning and Development
Act 2005, amend City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No.
3 by:

1. Rezoning various properties within parts of Hamilton Hill
to ‘Residential R30’, ‘Residential R30/40’, ‘Residential
R40’, ‘Residential R20/40/60° and ‘Residential R80' in
accordance with the adopted Hamilton Hill Revitalisation
Strategy as shown on Attachment 1 — Residential Density
and Zoning Plan.

2. Unreserving Lot 33 Davilak Avenue, Hamilton Hill, from
‘Local Reserve - Lakes and Drainage’ and zone
‘Residential R20/40/60’ in accordance with the adopted
Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy as shown on
Attachment 1 — Residential Density and Zoning Plan.

3. Rezoning Lot 70 Rockingham Road, Hamilton Hill, from
‘Residential R20’ to ‘Local Centre’ zone as shown on
Attachment 1 — Residential Density and Zoning Plan.

4. Rezoning Lot 52 Rockingham Road, Lot 51 Healy Road
and Portion of Lot 100 Blackwood Avenue and Lot 227
Southwell Crescent, Hamilton Hill from ‘Residential R20’
to ‘Development’ zone as shown on Attachment 1 —
Residential Density and Zoning Plan.

5. Rezoning Lot 33, 37,41B,43 & 55-63 Rockingham Road,
Hamilton Hill from ‘Local Centre’ to ‘Development * zone
within ‘Development Area 39’ and 34 & 36C Davilak
Avenue, Hamilton Hill, from ‘Residential R20’ to
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‘Development ’ zone within ‘Development Area 39’ as
shown on Attachment 1 — Residential Density and Zoning

Plan.

6. Introducing a new ‘Development Area’ (No. 39), and
including provisions under Schedule 11 of the Scheme as
follows:

Ref No. | Area Provisions

DA39 Rockingham 1.  Structure Plan adopted and endorsed in accordance w ith
Road Centre clause 6.2 of the Scheme to guide subdivision, land use
(North) and development and must include the whole

Development Area 39.

2. The permissibility of land uses shall apply in accordance
with clause 6.2.6.3 of the Scheme w hereby the Local
Structure Plan may impose a classification on the land by
reference to reserves or zones, or by indicating the
specific permissibility of land uses in the Local Structure
Plan.

3. Minor development which does not increase the gross
development floor space by 15% from that approved at
18.01.2013 can be approved without the adoption and
endorsement of a Structure Plan.

4.  Structure Plan will comply with the City of Cockburn’s
Local Commercial and Activity Centre Strategy. The
Structure Plan will be considered to be a Major
Development under the LCACS and required to address
the General Guidelines on the Expectations and Targets of
Neighbourhood and Local Centres.

5. Structure Plan willbe required to fuffill the follow ing design
objectives to the satisfaction of the Council —

i. Provide for a mixed use development that provides
daily and weekly household shopping needs, and
convenience services.

ii. Provide for a medium and high density residential
development.

ii. Provide high amenity public realm w ithin the Centre for
centre users to gather.

iv. Development responds sensitively to the surrounding

residential development through;

adequate setbacks;

w ell articulated and fenestrated facades;

minimal overlooking and overshadow ing;

location and screening of servicing areas and plant
equipment; and

access points and configuration.

Development addresses Rockingham Road through a
minimal setback and an articulated facade with
regular fenestration.

vi. Parking generally to be located centrally and screened

from Rockingham Road and Davilak Avenue.

vii. Development maintains pedestrian access through
Centre betw een Davilak Avenue and Rockingham
Road.

viii. Development does not take access from any road
w ithin the Roe Highw ay reserve.

ix. Development does not include any signage visible
from the Roe Highw ay Reserve.

X. Entrances to development adjacent to the Roe
Highway Reserve are taken from Rockingham
Road.

xi. Development minimises the number of crossovers off

eoop

<o
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Rockingham Road and use public assess
easements w here appropriate.
6. Development adequately addresses noise emissions from
Rockingham Road and any road w ithin the Roe Highw ay
Reserve.

)

3)

7. Amending Sections 5.4.4 (b) and (c) by removing
reference to the ‘R30/40 split coded areas’, and replacing
with reference to ‘split coded areas’.

8. Amending Section 5.4.4 (c) by removing reference to
‘R40’ and replacing with ‘the split code’.

9. Rezoning Lot 133 Arthur Street, Hamilton Hill, from ‘Local
Reserve - Lakes and Drainage’ to ‘Residential R30/40’ zone.

10. Unreserving Reserve No. 37398 Tolley Court, Hamilton
Hill, from ‘Local Reserve - Parks and Recreation’ and zone
‘Residential R20/40/60’ zone.

as the amendment is in the opinion of Council consistent with
Regulation 25(2) of the Town Planning Regulations 1967
(“Regulations”), and upon receipt of the necessary amendment
documentation, the amendment be referred to the
Environmental Protection Authority (“EPA”) as required by
Section 81 of the Act, and on receipt of a response from the
EPA indicating that the amendment is not subject to formal
environmental assessment, be advertised for a period of 42
days in accordance with the Regulations. In the event that the
EPA determines that the amendment is to be subject to formal
environmental assessment, this assessment is to be prepared
by the proponent prior to advertising of the amendment; and

prepare the amendment documentation in accordance with the
standard format prescribed by the Regulations.

COUNCIL DECISION
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Background

At its 8 November 2012 Ordinary Meeting, Council resolved to adopt
the Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy subject to a number of
modifications. The purpose of this Report is to recommend Council
initiate an amendment to City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No.
3 ("Scheme”) to implement the wvarious zoning change
recommendations for Hamilton Hill outlined in the Hamilton Hill
Revitalisation Strategy. Attachment 1 — Residential Density and Zoning
Plan show these various zoning modifications.

The Report proposes two additional zoning changes which were not
identified in the Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy, but represent
logical rationalisations of the existing zonings in Hamilton Hill. These
include the rezoning of Lot 133 Arthur Street, Hamilton Hill from ‘Local
Reserve - Lakes and Drainage’ to ‘Residential R30/40’ and the zoning
of Reserve No. 37398 Tolley Court, Hamilton Hill as ‘Residential
R20/40/60'.

Submission
N/A
Report

The associated zoning changes for residential properties are consistent
with the now adopted Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy. The
rationale underpinning the =zoning changes reflects the prevailing
Directions 2031 Strategic Plan, whereby opportunities for urban
consolidation in appropriate areas is emphasised. The Hamilton Hill
Revitalisation Strategy has produced an outcome which is considered
to reflect Directions 2031 in all aspects, as well as reflect the indepth
community consultation and visioning which has underpinned the
Strategy.

The purpose of this Report is to recommend Council initiate an
amendment to Town Planning Scheme No.3 (TPS3) to implement the
various zoning change recommendations for Hamilton Hill outlined in
the Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy. Attachment 1 — Residential
Density and Zoning Plan shows these various zoning modifications.

Development Area

The Report also recommends new ‘Development Area’ provisions for
the Rockingham Road Centre to guide its future redevelopment. The
Development Area provisions require a structure plan to be prepared
before a significant redevelopment of the area can occur. A significant
redevelopment being defined as an expansion greater than 15% of the
current gross floorspace. The ‘Development Area’ provisions require a
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future structure plan to fulfil a number of ‘good design’ principles. In
summary these principles require:
. Retention of local shopping facilities;
Improved public realm;
Creation of new community gathering areas;
A sensitively built form response to the surrounding residential
areas;
Improved relationship between the Centre, Rockingham Road and
surrounding residential areas (north and south of Rockingham
Road);

R30/40/60 Split Density Code
The Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy proposes a new Split Density
Code of R30/40/60 with the objective of encouraging improved
redevelopment outcomes through;
1. The assembly of land parcels into larger development sites that
can be developed in a more coordinated manner; and
2. Promotion of two storey construction for higher density
developments so as to achieve an improved balance between
open space and dwelling floorspace.
To facilitate the introduction of the new Split Code it proposed that the
Scheme be amended to refer only to split coded areas rather than only
R30/40 split coded areas.

Additional Zoning Changes

The Report also proposes two additional zoning changes which were
not identified in the Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy, but represent
logical rationalisations of the existing zonings in Hamilton Hill. These
include the rezoning of Lot 133 Arthur Street, Hamilton Hill from ‘Local
Reserve - Lakes and Drainage’ to ‘Residential R30/40’ and the zoning
of Reserve No. 37398 Tolley Court, Hamilton Hill as ‘Residential
R20/40/60'.

Lot 133 Arthur Street, Hamilton Hill

Lot 133 Arthur Street, Hamilton Hill is 282m? in area and was
previously used as a retention drainage basin for local stormwater
(refer Attachment 2). However, the City's Drainage Catchment Study
found that the basin was surplus to need and no longer needed. In
November 2012 the basin was filled in and is now suitable for
residential development.

It is proposed that the land be zoned ‘Residential R30/40’ as per the
adjoining properties. It is intended that the City will develop and sell this
land once zoned appropriately. The City will need to negotiate with
adjoining land owners to gain vehicle access to the property.
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Reserve No. 37398 Tolley Court

Reserve No. 37398 Tolley Court, Hamilton Hill is 1009m? and though
zoned for the purpose of recreation has never been developed for this
purpose (refer to Attachment 3). The land was ceded to the Crown for
‘Parks and Recreation’ when the land was first subdivided into single
residential lots in the 1970s. Its small size has meant that City has
never developed the land for recreation purposes. Its size and the fact
that it is only bounded by a road on one side means that the Reserve is
not considered to effectively be able to function as a local park.

Therefore, it is proposed that the Reserve is zoned ‘Residential
R20/40/60" as per the adjoining properties. It is intended that the land
be developed and sold by the City with the money from this sale being
invested in an upgrade to nearby Dixon Park. This money could be
used to deliver some of the upgrades the Revitalisation Strategy
identifies for Dixon Park which include:

Landscaping design and construction;

BBQs;

Regional playground and shade;

Car park;

Oval flood lighting;

Benches, seats and shade structures;

Footpath extensions; and

Fencing and bollards.

Importantly, both proposals will be subject to community consultation
by way of the Scheme amendment process. Once advertising has
closed, the Scheme amendment will be presented back to Council to
consider the submissions received on this and the other proposals.

Conclusion

In summary it is recommended that that Council initiate an amendment
to the Scheme to implement the various zoning recommendations for
Hamilton Hill outlined in the Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy and
also two additional zoning changes which represent logical
rationalisation of the existing zonings in Hamilton Hill.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications
Growing City
To grow our City in a sustainable way by: using land efficiently,

protecting the natural environment and conserving biodiversity.

Diversity of housing to respond to changing needs and
expectations.
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Investment in industrial and commercial areas, provide
employment, careers and increase economic capacity in the City.

Infrastructure

Community facilities that meet the diverse needs of the community
now and into the future.

Community & Lifestyle
Communities that are connected, inclusive and promote
intergenerational opportunities.

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

In accordance with the Town Planning Regulations 1967 consultation is
to be undertaken subsequent to the local government adopting the
Scheme Amendment and the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA)
advising that the proposal is environmentally acceptable. This requires
the amendment to be advertised for a minimum of 42 days.

Attachment(s)
1. Hamilton Hill Revitalisation Strategy Residential Density and
Zoning Plan

2. Plan of Lot 133 Arthur Street, Hamilton Hill
3. Plan of Reserve No. 37398 Tolley Court, Hamilton Hill

Advice to Proponent(s)/Applicant

N/A

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.
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145 (OCM 14/02/2013) - DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANELS -
NOMINATION OF TWO (2) MEMBERS AND TWO (2) ALTERNATE
MEMBERS BY COUNCIL TO THE SOUTH WEST METROPOLITAN
AREA JOINT DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL (PS/C/005)
(GBOWERING) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council:

1) nominate and as its two members to the
South West Metropolitan Area Joint Development Assessment
Panel (“SWMAJDAP");

(2) nominate and as its two alternate
members to the South West Metropolitan Area Joint
Development Assessment Panel (‘“SWMAJDAP”); and

(3) advise the Minister for Planning of the above nominations for
appointments to the SWMAJDAP.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

The City has recently been notified by the Director General of the
Department of Planning that the appointments of the current local
government DAP members expire on the 26 April 2013. As such the
Council is required to nominate four members (two representatives and
two alternates). The minister will appoint the members for a two year
term. At this stage there won't be any opportunity to put forward
alternative nominations following the local government elections in
October, unless all four nominated members are not re-elected.

The previous resolution for nomination of members and alternative
member is contained in Minute No. 4499 from the OCM on 12 May
2011.

The current two local government DAP members are Mayor Logan

Howlett and Deputy Mayor Kevin Allen. The current two alternate
members are Clr Carol Reeve-Fowkes and Clr Bart Houwen.
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Submission

N/A
Report

The 2010 Amendment Act resulted in a number of amendments to the
Planning and Development Act 2005 (PD Act). Part 3 in particular,
introduced Part 11A — Development Assessment Panels, into the PD
Act. To give new effect to these provisions, the Planning and
Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011
(DAP Regulations’) were introduced. The DAP Regulations provide
the heads of power enabling the operation, constitution and
administration of DAPs.

As described in the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC)
Planning Bulletin 106/2011, DAPs are panels comprising a mix of
technical experts and local government representatives with the power
to determine applications for development approvals in place of the
relevant decision making authority. The introduction of DAPs is one of
the fundamental principles of the national Development Assessment
Forum’s leading practice model for development assessment.

A total of 15 DAPs have been established by the Minister for Planning.
All DAPs comprise the following membership:

Two (2) local government representatives.

Three (3) specialist members, one of whom will be the presiding
member, one who will be the deputy presiding member, and one
who will otherwise possess relevant qualifications and/or
expertise.

Local authorities are responsible for nominating their two (2) DAP
representatives from their pool of elected members (Councillors).
When determined, a Local Authority provides the names of its
nominated panel members to the Minister for appointment, following
which the names of members appointed to each DAP will be published
on the DAP website maintained by the Department of Planning.

A local authority is also required to nominate two (2) alternate
members. The alternate members replace permanent local
government DAP members when required (due to illness, leave or
other cause). Alternate members can only sit in replacement of a
permanent local member where they generally share the same
knowledge and/or experience as the permanent member.

In the event a local authority fails to nominate two elected
representatives within the specified time frame, the Minister has the
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power to appoint two alternative community representatives. The DAP
Regulations require these persons to be local residents, with sufficient
local knowledge and/or appropriate experience whereby in the opinion
of the Minister, they can suitably represent the interests of their local
community.

In all instances, nominated DAP and alternate members are required to
undergo mandatory training before they can sit on a DAP. Training
addresses the Western Australian planning and development
framework, planning law, the operation of a DAP, the DAP Code of
Conduct and the expected behaviour of DAP members.

DAP members will be paid by the Department of Planning where they
successfully complete the required training. DAP members attending a
DAP meeting will also be paid a sitting fee per meeting. Similarly,
reimbursement of all travel expenses incurred when attending a DAP
meeting is provided for by the DAP Regulations. Current fees and
reimbursements are available on the Department of Planning’s
website.

All DAP members are appointed for a term of two (2) years.

DAPs meet on an irregular basis as applications that fall within the
criteria are received. The City of Cockburn forms part of a Joint
Development Assessment Panel (JDAP) for the South West
Metropolitan Area. Other local authorities comprising this JDAP
include the Cities of Fremantle and Rockingham, and the Town’'s of
East Fremantle and Kwinana.

The two appointed local government members are required to attend a
JDAP meeting when an application for development within their local
authority is to be determined. Meetings may be held at any of the
member Councils offices at the direction of the DAPS Secretariat.

In accordance with the DAP Regulations, local authorities are required
to submit the names of their nominated DAP members and alternate
members to the minister. Local government authorities need to submit
their member names by 15 February 2013.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Leading & Listening

Effective advocacy that builds and manages relationships with all
stakeholders.

35

Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014



[OCM 14/02/2013

A Prosperous City
Sustainable development that ensures Cockburn Central becomes
a Strategic Regional Centre.

Budget/Financial Implications

There are no budgetary or financial implications arising from the
nomination and appointment of Councillors to the JDAP. Sitting fees
will be provided directly to the members by the Commission.

Legal Implications

Planning and Development Act 2005 (as amended).

Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Act 2010.

Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels)
Regulations 2011.

Community Consultation
N/A
Attachment(s)

1. Planning Bulletin 106/2011 — New legislative provisions for
Development Assessment Panels.
2. Development Assessment Panel Nomination Form

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners
N/A
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.

146 (OCM 14/02/2013) - SINGLE DWELLING (TWO STOREY) -
LOCATION: 22 BEACH ROAD, COOGEE - OWNER: D & M
THOMASICH - APPLICANT: DOMINATION HOMES (3309519) (T
CAPPELLUCCI) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

1) grant approval to commence development for a single
dwelling at No.22 (Lot 20) Beach Road, Coogee, in
accordance with the attached plans and subject to the
following conditions and advice notes:
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Conditions

1. All stormwater being contained and disposed of on-site to
the satisfaction of the City.

2. The proposed crossover must be located and constructed
in accordance with the City’'s requirements.

3. Walls, fences and landscaped areas are to be truncated
within 1.5 metres of where they adjoin vehicle access
points where a driveway and/or parking bay meets a
public street or limited in height to 0.75 metres.

4. The dweling must be connected to the reticulated
sewerage system of the Water Corporation prior to
occupation.

5. The surface finish of the boundary walls abutting

adjoining lots are to be either face brick or rendered the
same colour as the external appearance of the dwelling.

Advice Notes

1. This is a Planning Approval only and does not remove
the responsibility of the applicant/owner to comply with all
relevant building, health and engineering requirements of
the City, with any requirements of the City of Cockburn
Town Planning Scheme No. 3, or the requirements of any
other external agency.

2. In regard to Condition 1, the City requires the on-site
storage capacity be designed to contain a 1 in 20 year
storm of a 5 minute duration. This is based on the
requirements to contain surface water by Building Codes
of Australia.

3. This development has been assessed and approved as
‘single dwelling’ and should not be construed as an
approval to subdivide the land which will be assessed if
and when an application is referred from the Western
Australian Planning Commission.

4. No activities causing noise and/or inconvenience to
neighbours being carried out after 7.00pm or before
7.00am, Monday to Saturday, and not at all on Sunday or
Public Holidays during construction.

(2) advise those who made a submission on the proposal of the
Council's decision.
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Background
N/A
Submission

The applicant seeks approval to construct a two-storey dwelling to the
front of the property allowing for the creation of a rear lot in the future.
The proposed new dwelling results in a maximum top of wall (roof over)
height of 7.5 metres directly above natural ground level on the western
elevation to the rear of the building.

The proposed variations were advertised to surrounding landowners.
Four (4) submissions were received with three (3) objections and one
(1) submission neither supporting nor objecting to the proposal. .
Report

The following section provides a discussion of the issues for
consideration by Council.

Policy APD53 ‘Coogee Residential Height Reguirements’

Policy APD53 ‘Coogee Residential Height Requirements’ was prepared
to guide the height of residential development in the suburb of Coogee
and was adopted by Council on 14 August 2008. The policy states:

“Maximum building height of residential development shall be
limited to:

() Top of wall (roof over) - 7m
(i) Top of Wall (parapet) — 8m
(iii) Top of pitched roof — 10m”

The policy states that building heights for residential development shall
be limited to those specified in the policy and that any proposal that
exceeds the requirements is to be advertised for public comment.
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Building Height

As mentioned above, the proposal will result in a building with a wall
height exceeding the maximum wall height by 0.5 metres in part.

Whilst the top of wall height exceeds 7m on the northern (rear) and
western (side) elevations of the proposed development, the building on
these elevations is compliant with boundary setbacks. There is no
overshadowing onto the adjoining residential properties as the block is
orientated north/south and the shadows fall toward the front of the
dwelling.

The subject lot slopes steeply down from the front to the rear boundary
and with a cross fall from the eastern (higher) down to the western
(lower) side. The wall height variation is limited to the northern and
western portions of the building.

The proposed dwelling is setback well away from the western side
boundary with walls setback between 5.68 metres to 10.68 metres.
This setback which allows for access to a future rear lot substantially
mitigates the height variation. For example a building with lesser side
setbacks and a wider foot print would have a much higher top of roof
than the proposed dwelling and be of much greater bulk.

The proposed internal retaining wall in the location of the maximum
wall height is 1.536 metres above natural ground level. The wall height
variation does not affect direct sunlight access to the adjoining
properties due to the north-south orientation of the lots. The additional
height does not have an unreasonable bulk and scale impact either.
Due to the setback of the dwelling from the western boundary of a
minimum of 5.68m and the articulated western elevation, the portion of
the building exceeding a wall height of 7m does not over tower or
unreasonably impact on the amenity of adjoining properties.

It is also apparent that the proposed dwelling would not unreasonably
restrict views of Fremantle and the ocean to the west from the
adjoining properties as the height variation does not substantially alter
the impactin this regard.

The natural ground levels existing on-site are to be modified by internal
retaining walls shown on the northern and western elevations of the
dwelling. Given that these walls are not on the boundary and are
internal to the site the visual impact of the height of the building is
effectively mitigated.
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Building on Boundary

The application proposes a maximum height variation for the proposed
garage boundary wall towards the eastern boundary abutting No. 24
Beach Road, Coogee. The proposed wall height ranges from 2.8 to 3.3
metres above natural ground level with an average of 3.1m. The R-
Codes acceptable development criteria for a boundary wall height are 3
metres maximum with an average of 2.7 metres. During the advertising
period, no comments were received from the owner of the directly
affected adjoining property.

The height variation is relatively minor and does not cause any undue
amenity impacts on the adjoining property, and no objection has been
received to that variation. The proposed variation is therefore
considered to be compliant with the R-Codes Performance Criteria
Clause 6.3.2 as the subject wall will not overshadow nor tower over
adjoining development.

Streetscape

On the opposite side of Beach Road, to the south of the subject
property, there is a large three-storey dwelling with relatively similar
heights and natural ground levels, which indicates that the visual
impact on the Beach Road streetscape will be minimal.

The over height portions of the dwelling are located predominately in
the north western corner of the site (to the side and rear of the
dwelling), where the lowest natural ground levels of the site are
present.

The contemporary facade of the dwelling presenting to the street
frontage of Beach Road is staggered, comprising a range of external
wall surface treatments and varying window sizes that will provide
articulation and interest to the streetscape.

In addition, the proposed upper floor balcony on the southern elevation
will assist in providing passive surveillance of Beach Road and will
make an attractive addition to the streetscape for what amounts to a
minor variation to wall height with no undue amenity impacts to any of
the adjoining residential properties.

Conclusion

The variations proposed, are considered minor and within the intent
and objectives of the R-Codes, Town Planning Scheme 3 and the
relevant Planning Policy. The significant slope and cross fall of the site
is also a mitigating factor. In light of the above, the proposed maximum
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top of wall (roof over) height for the proposed dwelling, on the northern
and western elevations is considered to not adversely impact on the
amenity of the surrounding area given that the total height is well within
the maximum permitted under Policy. It is therefore recommended that
Council approve the application subject to the listed conditions.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Growing City
- Development that is soundly balanced between new and existing
areas.

Diversity of housing to respond to changing needs and
expectations.

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A
Legal Implications

Town Planning Scheme No. 3
Planning and Development Act 2005
State Administrative Tribunal Regulations

Community Consultation

In accordance with Planning Policy APD53, the proposal was
advertised to the surrounding eight (8) neighbours for comment. Four
(4) submissions were received with three (3) objections and one (1)
submission not objecting to or supporting the application.

Attachment 7 contains a summary of the submissions and Officer's
response. However the main point raised in each submission received
was in regards to the proposal exceeding the wall height allowed under
APD53 of 7 metres.

While the proposed top of wall (roof over) height exceeds 7 metres on
the northern and western elevations (7.5 and 7.3 metres respectively)
the overall height of the dwelling of 9 metres is well within the
maximum top of pitched roof height of 10 metres permitted under the

policy.
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Attachment(s)

(1) Location Plan

(2) Existing Plan

3) Site Plan

4) Floorplans

(5) Elevations

(6) Overshadowing Plan

(7) Variations to Height Limits
(8) Schedule of Submissions

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

The Proponent(s) and those who lodged a submission on the proposal
have been advised that this matter is to be considered at the 14
February 2013 Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.

14.7 (OCM 14/02/2013) - HARD STAND STORAGE USES IN HOPE
VALLEY WATTLEUP (SM/M/015) (G BOWERING) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

Q) note the officers report; and

(2)  write to Landcorp requesting the Development of Land Planning
Policy be amended to provide relevant standards in relation to
Dust, Noise, Visual and Traffic Impacts and establish a range of
standard conditions addressing these matters.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

At the Ordinary Council Meeting held on the 8th of November 2012 Cr
Houwen requested that the City investigate and report back on any
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adverse or potentially adverse impacts caused by the rapid expansion
of the hard stand areas in the Latitude 32/Wattleup area.

Submission
N/A
Report

In response to the request the City's Statutory Planning Department
has contacted the Town of Kwinana, Landcorp and the Western
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) about the impacts of the
spread of temporary hard stand uses within the Hope Valley Wattleup
Redevelopment Area. Internally Statutory Planning, Environmental
Health Services and Engineering have discussed the range of impacts
occurring through the spread of hard stand storage activities.

Planning Framework

The current status of planning within the HVYW Act area is that most of
the area is not yet subject to local structure planning and only the non
statutory district level structure planning is in place that gives general
guidance about the distribution of land uses and activities within the
area.

The lack of progress on detailed local structure planning is a result of
the complex macro infrastructure issues for which the HVW Act was
put in place in 2000 to facilitate. Primarily decisions are pending from
the State Government on the Outer Harbour, Intermodal Terminal and
Rowley Road reservation and construction.

The absence of Local Structure Plans mean that development in HYW
is not permitted, in a similar way to Development Zone areas under
Town Planning Scheme No.3. In this regard there should be no
development until a local structure plan is prepared and approved by
the Western Australian Planning Commission. That typically would
mean not even a change of use no matter how minor is permitted.

The exception to this is the extraction of Basic Raw Materials (Sand
and Limestone) which has some priority in the Latitude 32 area under
State Planning Policy 2.4. The extraction of sand and limestone in the
area continues at a pace and is a major contributor to heavy traffic,
noise and dust issues within the area.

The City has only had delegation to issue approvals for development
within HVW for a little over 18 months. However this delegation can
only be exercised when the City's view and Landcorp’s views are
aligned. If Landcorp’s recommendation is different to the City's

43



[OCM 14/02/2013

44

Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014

position on an application then the WAPC is required to determine the
proposal.

While the HYW Redevelopment Act and Master Plan are clear that no
development should be entertained, it has been acknowledged by the
WAPC and Landcorp that there needs to be some level of facilitation of
temporary or transitional land uses within the area, rather than
complete sterilisation.

To this end the HVYW Master Plan under clause 11.7 grants the power
to approve temporary land uses inrespect of any use class, provided:

(@) no building would be placed on the land unless it could be readily
adapted for use for a purpose permitted in the precinct, or that
might preclude or inhibit the ultimate use of the land for a
permitted purpose;

(b) the use would be compatible with the use of adjoining properties
or the predominant use of the land in the immediate locality; and

(c) the use would not be prejudicial to the amenity of the locality.

To clarify the terms under which this provision would be exercised
Landcorp prepared their Development of Land Planning Policy. This
policy states that only Car Park; Hard Stand; Storage; and Transport
Depot may be considered appropriate under Clause 11.7 of the Master
Plan. This is provided that any buildings are transportable in nature;
have no concrete footings; and must not be connected to sewer or
water. The timeframe for a temporary approval is also limited by the
Master Plan to 5 years and this has been consistently applied by the
WAPC and the SAT in their decisions.

It is the intention of the policy to ensure that any temporary
development has only the barest minimum of investment as a high
level of investment in any site is very likely to compromise the complex
infrastructure planning process that are being undertaken. This
consideration is critical to ensuring that a range of ad hoc land uses are
not established in the HVW area that become a barrier to the
redevelopment of the area for industrial and transportation purposes as
envisaged by the Master Plan and District Structure Plans.

Temporary approvals under the Master Plan contain conditions that
require the removal of any structures, including sealed surfaces and
services and the reinstatement of any modified levels prior to the expiry
of the 5 year term of approval, unless a further approval is obtained.

Distribution of Hard Stand Uses

Landcorp has provided a plan showing the distribution of approved
hard stand uses in the HVW area. However a more detailed
examination of known and potential hard stand and storage activity
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within the area has been undertaken through examination of current
aerial imagery and review of the City's files with respect to the approval
status of identified sites.

Attachment one is a plan of the area which highlights properties that
were identified for review of their approval status, there were 35
properties identified comprising 39 lots. Of the 35 sites there are:

16 sites with valid approvals

8 sites (13 lots) with applications for storage use submitted

8 sites that are either subject of compliance action or require
investigation; and

1 site owned by Landcorp with unapproved works by the tenant
(not hardstand).

This is not an indication of all of the current compliance issues in the
HVW area as there are a number of compliance matters pending action
and further investigation. It should be noted that many of the approved
uses and the current applications have been prompted by past
compliance investigations.

Range of Impacts from Hard Stand Uses

1. Dust

The ad-hoc proliferation of these uses has the potential to increase
dust problems and impact on the amenity of the existing residents
and other activities such a market gardening still occurring in the
area. In this respect the range of options to mitigate dust impacts
from hard stand has been a singular topic of debate between the
City, Landcorp and WAPC over the last year. The matter has been
a key issue in SAT determinations where the finish of the Hard
Stand surfaces needed to be specified. The range of options for
hard stand surface treatment examined so far are:

a) Fully sealed (bitumen or concrete surface)

b) Emulsion stabilised limestone (polymer glue)

c) Recycled bitumen laid several hundred mm thick

d) Dust Mag (Magnesium Chloride) solution applied by water
truck

e) Dust EX (polymer) solution applied by water truck

Each of the above surface treatments has its particular strengths
and weaknesses.

Fully sealed hard stand is extremely expensive and very likely to be

a valuable investment in the land that owners will be unlikely to
want to remove after 5 years. This is therefore seen as a potential
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barrier to the HVW Redevelopment and as such Landcorp will not
support sealed hard stand.

Emulsion stabilised limestone is relatively cheap and effective at
sealing the surface, however when it is to be removed the City has
been informed that it is classified as a Class 3 waste. The cost for
disposal is high per ton and requires a suitable landfill site. It is
therefore not seen as a viable treatment for large scale temporary
hard stand uses as the treated surface cannot be left in situ after
the end of the approval period.

Dust EX is a biodegradable polymer (typically a by-product of wood
mills) that needs constant reapplication by water truck. When
applied it is not a durable binder as the first vehicle to travel over
the treated surface breaks the bonded layer exposing loose surface
(fines) to the air allowing dust lift off. Repeated movements continue
that process.

Both Recycled Bitumen and Dust Mag are seen as suitable surface
treatments for large temporary hard stand applications depending
on the situation. Recycled bitumen has an upfront cost but can be
recovered, sold and reused at the end of the initial use thereby
mitigating the upfront cost of application. Subject to maintenance of
the surface recycled bitumen is seen by the City to be the best
overall option, particularly where other uses are in proximity that
may be impacted by dust.

Dust Mag (Magnesium Chloride) is a non toxic chemical treatment
applied by water truck to a prepared surface that binds the upper
layer by increasing the absorption and bonding of water to the dust
fines resulting in very limited dust lift off. It is understood to be used
widely in the mining sector and know to be used by Cockburn
Cement. It is a well known treatment for road compaction and dust
suppression. This is seen as a suitable short to medium term
treatment were the hard stand activity is relatively removed and has
some buffers such as in the base of an old quarry. Recent
approvals have required the use of either Recycled Bitumen or Dust
Mag in combination with sealed access ways to the road.

. Traffic

The location of the hard stand uses is of concern to the City's
engineering department as many of the roads are not designed for
large articulated vehicles potentially carrying heavy, wide and over
length loads. The volume of vehicles entering the area has not
however been documented or apportioned to these uses.

It is also apparent that the rural roads in the area are not of
sufficient design or standard for high levels of heavy vehicle use.
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There are safety concerns regarding passing of vehicles as the
carriageway widths are not sufficient for passing of large vehicles
and the verges are too soft and not designed for heavy vehicles
driving over them.

It is likely that the geometry of the roads and intersections would
need to be examined and modified to deal with the changing nature
of the land use in the area.

. Damage to Roads

The impact of growing levels of heavy transportation on the local
rural standard roads is a concern as the local roads in HVW are not
designed for consistent industrial traffic. The recent proliferation
transport and storage related uses and their impact on the local
road network have not been documented.

There are currently no special road maintenance provisions in place
to address the rapidly changing nature of the land use in the area.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that over time increased funding will
be required for maintaining the local roads to a sufficient standard
as the intensity of their use increases due to generation of industrial
traffic.

. Visual impact

The appearance of hard stand uses in the area is having a
noticeable visual impact on the area with land being cleared and
levelled boundary to boundary with no setbacks or landscaping
being required in past approvals by the WAPC.

Landcorp’s Development of Land Policy does not set out any
specific requirements for screening or landscaping temporary hard
stand or other such uses despite specifically stating that these
matters are to be addressed in development applications.

Past approvals by the WAPC have not addressed this and other
amenity matters at all. However, recent approvals under delegation
by the City and through the SAT have required retention of
vegetation or installation of landscaping around the periphery of
hard stand sites. It is the City's position that these uses require
screening and landscaping to soften their stark visual impact.

In the HVW area only Landcorp and the WAPC can prepare policies
and determine development standards. However the City has been
of the view that landscaping of hard stand uses is required and has
sought this in an ad-hoc manner without the benefit of specific
standards. This matter has been raised with Landcorp in relation to
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future development and the City is seeking introduction of minimum
landscaping standards for temporary hard stand uses.

5. Noise

The impact of noise it typically addressed by setting of permitted
starting and finishing hours — usually 7am to 7pm. Hours of
operation continue to be a condition of development approvals in
the HYW area. Such conditions are routinely set by the WAPC,
City and in SAT determinations. The City uses standard conditions
to address this matter.

In relation to noise within the approved hours of operation the
business must comply with the relevant Noise Regulations under
the Environmental Protection Act. There are no other specific
requirements applicable.

Conclusion

As alluded to the above, Landcorp’s Development of Land Policy
clause 3, point 4 states:

The applicant must demonstrate that the amenity of residents in
the surrounding locality will not be unduly of negatively impacted
on. Specifically but not limited to potential: noise, dust, visual
and traffic effects.”

Given the recent delegation of powers to determine applications in the
HVW area and the absence of any specific guidelines on these matters
the City has been active in attempting to apply some of it's normal
standards for industrial development noting that these are temporary
uses limited to no more than 5yrs unless further approval is obtained
for another period of not more than 5yrs.

The City remains constrained by the requirements of Landcorp with
whom its delegated decisions must be consistent else the application
be determined by the WAPC. In this respect Landcorp have not put in
place standards or requirements to address the above matters which
the City may consistently apply.

It is considered that the Development of Land Planning Policy could be
amended to introduce minimum standards that address this amenity
concerns and establish a range of standard conditions for hard stand
storage uses.
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Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Growing City
To grow our City in a sustainable way by: using land efficiently,
protecting the natural environment and conserving biodiversity.

Development that is soundly balanced between new and existing
areas.

A Prosperous City
Promotion and support for the growth and sustainability of local
businesses and local business centres.

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A
Legal Implications

Planning and Development Act 2005
Hope Valley Wattleup Redevelopment Act 2000

Community Consultation

N/A

Attachment(s)

Current and Potential Future Hard Stand Storage Sites Investigated
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

N/A

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.
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148 (OCM 14/02/2013) - RETROSPECTIVE CHANGE OF USE -
INDUSTRY GENERAL (ENGINEERING SCREEN MANUFACTURE)
TO INDUSTRY GENERAL (LICENCED) & ADDITIONS TO PREMISES
- LOCATION: 35 (LOT 10) COOPER ROAD COCKBURN CENTRAL -
OWNER: ANNA, ANTONIA, GIUSEPPE & VINCENZO MONASTRA -
APPLICANT: D CARBONE (5513438) (A LEFORT) (ATTACH)

1)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

refuse to grant planning approval for a retrospective change of
use (Industry General to Industry General (Licenced)) &
additions to premises at 35 (Lot 10) Cooper Road Cockburn
Central based on the following reasons:

Reasons
1. The industrial land use activities being undertaken on site

are in close proximity to sensitive land uses (residential

dwellings) which:

a) Do not accord with the recommended industrial
separation buffers contained within the EPA
Guidelines.

b) Do not accord with the objectives of the State
Planning Policy 4.1 State Industrial Buffer Policy.

c) Do not constitute orderly and proper planning and
therefore are contrary to part 10.2.1 of Town
Planning Scheme No. 3.

2. The industrial land use being undertaken on site is
contrary to part 10.2.1(i) of Town Planning Scheme No. 3
in that it is incompatible with nearby sensitive residential
land uses.

3. The land use being undertaken does not comply with part
10.2.1 (n) of Town Planning Scheme No. 3 in that it does
not preserve the amenity of the locality.

2 notify the applicant and those who made a submission of
Council’'s decision;

(3) issue a Directions Notice under section 214 of the Planning and
Development Act for the industrial general (licenced) land uses
currently operating from the site to permanently cease
operations within 12 months;

4) allow the owner to submit an application for retrospective

approval for the unapproved structures for a use compatible with
the locality. In the absence of an application within 60 days of
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this determination the City issuing a Directions Notice for their
removal under the Planning and Development Act 2005; and

(5) investigate initiation of an amendment to Town Planning
Scheme No. 3 to rezone the subject site from ‘Industry General
to ‘Light and Service Industry'.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

The subject site is 2.013ha in area and is located at No. 35 Cooper
Road in Cockburn Central. The site is currently zoned Industry under
TPS3. It is a single land holding that has been developed with two
distinct portions.  The smaller eastern-most portion contains an
industrial unit development with a range of tennants, whilst the western
portion contains existing large buildings and yard areas used for steel
fabrication, abrasive blasting, metal coating and industrial spray
painting (the subject of this application).

Car parking and landscaping areas are contained within the northern
portion of the site between the building and Cooper Road. The site
also includes a wall of sea containers, stacked three containers high,
that have been erected on the southern boundary (without planning
approval) for noise attenuation purposes.

According to the City’s records, a summary of the history of planning
approvals on site is as follows:

1. 18 October 1982 - Planning Approval issued for a Rural Shed.
The land was at that time zoned Rural.

2. 6 April 1989 — Planning Approval issued for the construction of the
factory unittwarehouse units on the eastern side of the property.

3. 23 January 1995 — Planning approval issued for a maintenance
canopy on the southern portion of the site.

4. 27 July 2001 — Planning approval issued to use the existing ‘Rural
Shed’ for General Industry - Engineering Screen Manufacture.

5. 26 November 2001 — Planning approval was re-issued for the
same use (General Industry -Engineering Screen Manufacture)
but removing condition 1 which restricted activities causing noise
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and/or inconvenience to neighbours being carried out after
7:00pm or before 7:00am, Monday to Saturday, and not at all on

Sunday.
6. 21 December 2001 — Planning approval was re-issued for the use
(General Industry — Engineering Screen Manufacture) but

including a new condition (1) which stated that the approval
relates only to the use of steel fabrication of vibrating screens and
manufacture of mine equipment.

7. 4 December 2008 — Planning approval was issued for a retaining
wall across the southern portion of the site.

The current occupant of the subject site is Complete Steel (the
applicant) who commenced use of the buildings in April 2005. The
company undertakes general metal fabrication, metal coating -
industrial spray painting and abrasive blasting and has 64 employees.

It has come to the City's attention that the activities being undertaken
on the site are not in accordance with the previous planning approvals
which restricted the use to manufacturing of vibrating screens and mine
equipment only. In addition, an abrasive blasting and metal coating
shed, lean-to connecting two of the buildings and a mezzanine within
the main building have been constructed without planning approval.
The metal coating occurring on site requires registration by the
Department of Environment and Conservation, therefore making the
use of the site Industry General (Licenced) for which planning approval
is now being sought.

Officers do not have delegation to determine planning applications for
Industry General (Licenced) land uses which are proposed at a lesser
distance from residential properties than is recommended in the
Environmental Protection Authorities’ document “Guidance for the
Assessment of Environmental Factors — Separation Distances between
Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses”. For this reason the application has
been referred to Council for determination.

Submission
This application seeks retrospective planning approval for:

1. Change of Use from Industry General (Engineering Screen
Manufacture) to Industry General (Licenced) — incorporating
general metal fabrication, metal coating - industrial spray painting
and abrasive blasting.

2. Retrospective approval for the construction of a 185m? lean-to
structure to allow for storage of steel between fabrication and
abrasive blasting and metal coating which was constructed
without planning or building approval. The structure was
constructed to link the northern and southern buildings located
along the western boundary.
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3. Retrospective approval for the construction of a 75m? spray
painting shed to undertake abrasive blasting and metal coating.

4. The construction of a new mezzanine floor within the north-
western building which is proposed to be used for the storage of
archive folders and other documents.

5. Retrospective approval for the construction of a temporary sea
container wall (stacked three containers high) along the southern
boundary to provide some noise attenuation.

Report

Statutory Framework

Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS)

The subject site is zoned ‘Urban’ under the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS). The current use does not accord with this zone. See
comments below regarding this.

City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3 (TPS 3)

The site is zoned ‘Industry’ under the City of Cockburn’s TPS 3 which
is inconsistent with the MRS zoning and appears to be an anomaly in
the scheme. Regardless of Council's determination of this application,
it shall be recommended that Council investigate rezoning of the land
to rectify this anomaly.

The current activities on site for which approval is sought constitute
‘Industry General (Licenced). The definition of this under TPS 3 is
‘means an industry which is a category of prescribed premises set out
in Schedule 1 of the Environmental Protection Regulations,
notwithstanding the production of design capacity for each category of
prescribed premises specified in the Schedule, but where a prescribed
premises is also included in Schedule 2 of the Health Act, the Health
Act prevails, for the purpose of the Scheme.” ‘Industry General
(Licenced) is a ‘D’ use in the scheme which means that the use is not
permitted unless the local government has exercised its discretion and
has granted planning approval.

Vehicle Parking required under TPS 3 for this use is:
1 car parking bay per 50m? GLA
1 delivery bay per service/storage area; and
1 bicycle rack per 200m? GLA.

The current operation contains 9 marked bays and recent aerial photos
show the road verge being used for overflow car paring for between
10-15 cars. Based on the size of the buildings on site (approximately
3000m?), the use generates the requirement for 60 car parking bays
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(which would clearly accommodate the 64 employees). Should Council
issue approval, additional car parking would be required to be made
available.

Statement of Planning Policy No. 4.1 — State Industrial Buffer
Policy.(SPP 4.1)

SPP 4.1 provides a state-wide approach for the protection of industrial
zones and provides for the safety and amenity of sensitive land uses.
Section 2.3 of the policy discusses the encroachment of sensitive land
uses within industrial buffers which is what has occurred in this
situation. In this instance the policy explains that land use controls are
recommended to deal with land use conflict this causes.

EPA Guidelines (Guidance for the Assessment of Environmental
Factors — Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land
Uses

The EPA Guidelines provide the following buffer distances in metres
applicable to the subject site:
- Abrasive Blasting — case by case
Metal Coating — 200m
Metal Coating — industrial spray painting (spray booth) — 200m
Metal fabrication — 500m - 1000m depending on size (based on
production capacity of up to 50000 tonnes per year)

The nearest residential property from the subject site property
boundary is 16.6m, 60m from the area leased by the applicant and
approximately 90m from the nearest source (paint shed). The
operation therefore does not accord with the recommended buffer
distances to residential land use contained within the EPA Guidelines.

Department of Environment and Conservation Registration
Since September 2009 the site has been registered with the

Department of Environment and Conservation for metal coating.
Community Consultation

The City's records indicate complaints regarding the land use activity
on the subject site from nearby residents dating back to the 1980s with
a significant number of complaints received since the current occupant
has operated from the premises from 2005 and the scale and intensity
of development has increased. The application was therefore
advertised to the residents located in the residential area to the south
east of the site bounded by Beeliar Drive, Poletti Road and Cooper
Road which was developed in the mid-1990s. The area contains single
residential dwellings.
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The application was advertised to approximately 100 nearby residential
landowners and 20 objections were received. An additional 4 persons
who rented properties in the area signed a petition against the
application.

A summary of the objections are:

1. Concerns about silica emissions and potential health dangers
such as lung disease, asthma, respiratory problems and cancers.

2. Concerns about noise pollution, dust pollution, hazardous
chemicals and their impacts on residents.

3. Concerns about reduction in air quality and air pollution from the

grey dust associated with abrasive blasting.

Concerns about noise and odour from metal coating.

Concerns that this industrial activity is too close to residences.

Concerns about noise from the site occurring at all hours of the

day.

7. Concerns about noise from the sandblasting shed being amplified
since the lean-too structure has been constructed,;

8. Concerns about noise from shifting steel in the open yard and
steel dropping on the ground in the main factory.

9. Concerns that the operator will continue to make changes to the
operation without approval.

10. Concerns about the hours of operation which causes noise before
7am, weekday evenings and on weekends.

11. Concerns about devaluation of properties.

o0 s

Issues
Noise

The majority of the objections received from nearby residents during
the advertising process complained about noise from the premises
occurring at all times of day, and including weekends which residents
believed was unreasonable. Objectors complained about noise from
steel being dropped in and around the buildings, noise from steel being
moved around the yard and noise from the abrasive blasting and metal
coating processes.

The applicant has indicated that the following measures will be

undertaken to mitigate noise from the site:

1. Commissioning of noise consultant ‘Lloyd George Acoustics’ to
assist in an ongoing basis with a review and to recommend further
improvements.

2.  Minimising noise before 7:00am and after 7:00pm by closing
doors, restricting yard movements during this time, better
education to employees and changing the nature of work
undertaken during these hours.

3.  No work being carried out on Sundays or public holidays.

55



[OCM 14/02/2013

56

Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014

4. Relocation of fabrication activities to the northern end of the
workshop closest to Cooper Road.

Additional sea containers to provide further noise attenuation.
Further community consultation to develop relations with nearby
residents and to set up further noise monitoring within residential
properties.

oo

Given the operation does not meet the recommended EPA buffer
distances to nearby residential properties, additional measures should
have been undertaken to ensure that emissions are managed
appropriately. Undertaking fabrication and metal coating and spray-
painting activities prior to 7:00am and after 7:00pm weekdays and on
weekends, given the proximity of the residential area is considered
unreasonable and has resulted in a loss of residential amenity for
residents. Many of the objections received commented on the noise “at
all hours of day” which demonstrates that a restriction in hours is
necessary. Should Council consider approving the application, a
condition restricting the hours of operation so that no industrial
activities occur prior to 7:00am weekdays or on weekends or public
holidays (similar to the July 2001 approval before it was reissued with
the removal of this condition).

In addition to the reduced operating hours, a permanent noise wall
should be considered for the southern boundary of the property,
closest to the residential area. In July/August 2012, the occupant
installed a temporary sea container wall along the southern boundary
in an attempt to mitigate noise. It has not yet been empirically
demonstrated whether this has improved the acoustic situation, the
construction of a permanent noise wall (or equivalent building boundary
wall) is considered necessary. Should Council consider supporting the
application, a condition could be imposed requiring such a wall to be
constructed within a specified timeframe. The wall would need to be
designed and constructed to achieve significant acoustic benefits and
be accompanied by an acoustic report undertaken by a suitably
gualified acoustic consultant.

Dust

Dust from the site was reported by those who made submissions as a
major impact of the operation and many expressed concern about the
impact of dust emissions on their health. Sources of dust from the site
include the unsealed yard area and the abrasive blasting process. The
dust emissions from the abrasive blasting process are exacerbated by
the unsealed yard due to the fact that it cannot be swept up and easily
contained.

It is not ideal to entertain abrasive blasting in such close proximity to
residential land and this is clear from the objections received during
advertising regarding dust emissions.  Should Council consider
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supporting the application, it is vital that the yard be appropriately
sealed and drained to Council's standards within a specific timeframe.
This would reduce any dust from vehicles moving around the yard and
also ensure that dust caused by the abrasive blasting process can be
swept up and contained. In addition, the shed where blasting is
undertaken may require further upgrades or modifications to allow
blasting to be undertaken in a fully sealed building (in accordance with
the relevant guidelines) as the amount of dust generated from this use
in the current building requires review.

Odour

Whilst metal coating (enamelling) and industrial spray painting can
cause odour impacts, only one nearby resident raised this as an issue
which may suggest that odour from the site is not major concern.
Metal coating and spray painting is contained and therefore may have
been considered acceptable. However, undertaking these activities
contributes to the other areas of compliant.

Unapproved Building Additions

This application also seeks retrospective approval for the construction
of a 185m? lean-to structure to allow for storage of steel between
fabrication and abrasive blasting and metal coating. The structure was
erected without planning or building approval in 2008 and was
constructed to link the northern and southern buildings located along
the western boundary. One resident commented that this had caused
the noise issues to worsen. Construction of an acoustic wall (or
building boundary wall) along the southern boundary may be able to
sufficiently attenuate any noise generated from this structure although
this has not been demonstrated.

Retrospective approval is also sought for the construction of a 75m?
spray painting shed adjoining the existing abrasive blasting shed which
was erected in 2007 without approval. Both structures will also require
a retrospective building permit.

New Mezzanine Addition

The application also seeks approval for the construction of a
mezzanine floor within the north-western building that is proposed to be
used for the storage of archive folders and other documents. Whilst
the increase in floor space that results from the mezzanine has a small
impact on car parking allocation, the mezzanine has no other adverse
impacts and of itself would be considered acceptable.

Conclusion
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The tenants, Complete Steel are operating from Industry zoned land
and are undertaking a range of industrial activities. However, the
industrial activities are being undertaken without the appropriate EPA
buffers in place from sensitive land uses. The proximity and intensity of
these uses has unreasonably diminished the amenity of nearby
residents. Therefore, based on the officer's assessment, various areas
of non compliance and the comments raised during advertising, it can
be concluded that the current operations on site have not adequately
managed these impacts. Further that these impacts have been
exacerbated by the construction of additional unapproved structures to
accommodate a range of additional unapproved industrial uses.

There are a number of additional measures and changes that could be
undertaken by the applicant in an attempt to reduce the noise and dust
impacts including restriction of operating hours, construction of a
masonry wall, sealing of the yard and modifications to the abrasive
blasting shed, which have been carefully considered.

However on balance considering the intensity of the proposed use,
history of complaints and the uncertainty of any mitigation strategies
being successful, the application is not supported for the following
reasons:

1. The industrial land use activities being undertaken on site are in
close proximity of sensitive land uses (residents) and do not
accord with the recommended EPA buffers. Therefore the
proposal does not constitute orderly and proper planning and is
not in accordance with TPS 3 10.2.1 (b) and State Planning Policy
4.1 State Industrial Buffer Policy and EPA Guidelines.

2. The land use is incompatible with nearby sensitive residential land

uses.

The land use does not preserve the amenity of the locality.

It has been demonstrated that the applicant has been unable to

adequately manage the off-site impacts of their operations to the

detriment of nearby residents.

5. The restriction of hours of operation will only reduce the times at
which noise from the site can be emitted but may still result in
unacceptable levels of noise from the site during operating hours
and continue to affect nearby residents.

6. It remains to be demonstrated what impact the construction of a
masonry acoustic wall will have on noise and dust impacts and
whether or not such a wall be practical or meet other planning
objectives.

hw

It is also recommended that the City initiate a rezoning of the subject
lot to ‘Light and Service Industry'. Undertaking this scheme
amendment would achieve the following:

Align the TPS 3 zoning with the MRS zoning.
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Align the zoning of the land with the zoning of the adjoining land
within the area bounded by Cooper Road, Hammond Road,
Beeliar Drive and residential zoned land on Ridge Road
Cockburn Central.

Remove the potential for future land use conflicts between
general industrial uses operating from the site and the adjacent
residential area.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Growing City

Development that is soundly balanced between new and existing
areas.

Investment in industrial and commercial areas, provide
employment, careers and increase economic capacity in the City.

Leading & Listening
Effective and constructive dialogue with all City stakeholders.

A responsive, accountable and sustainable organisation.

Environment & Sustainability
Identification and minimisation of impacts to human health risk.

Budget/Financial Implications

Costs involved in defending the decision in the State Administrative
Tribunal which can be met by the Statutory Planning Operational
Budget.

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

See Community Consultation section of the report above.
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Attachment(s)

NogakrwbhE

Location Plan

Zoning Plan

Aerial Photo

Site Plan

Perspective Plan
Elevation Plan
Submissions Received

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

The Proponent(s) and those who lodged a submission on the proposal
have been advised that this matter is to be considered at the 14
February 2013 Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.

149 (OCM

14/02/2013) - RETROSPECTIVE APPLICATION FOR

ADDITIONS TO RETAINING WALL HEIGHT: (LOT 60) NO. 44
FAIRBAIRN ROAD COOGEE - OWNER: N.A. MOROLLA (3317634)
(G BOWERING) (ATTACH)

1.

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

(1) grant retrospective planning approval for additions to a retaining
wall subject to the following conditions:

Prior to commencement of construction a detailed feature
survey of the retaining wall undertaken by a licensed
surveyor shall be provided to the City along with detailed
plans depicting the top and bottom wall heights,
surrounding ground level heights and the extent of any
protrusion of the wall beyond the lot boundaries to the
satisfaction of the City.

The finish of the retaining wall shall be to the satisfaction
of the City. In this regard the use of reconstituted blocks
for the face wall is not permitted. Natural cut limestone
blocks matching the specifications of the existing
limestone face blocks are to be wused for the
reconstruction of the wall face.
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3. The retaining wall shall not project beyond the Ilot
boundaries as indicated on the approved plans. Where
the remaining sections of wall may be leaning into an
adjoining site any such lean in the wall is to be corrected
through the reconstruction process. The survey required
by condition (1) shall be used to demonstrate where
correction in the lean of the wall is required.

4. No additional height of wall beyond that which has
already been constructed is permitted by this approval.

(2) advise those who made a submission on the proposal of the
Council's decision.

COUNCIL DECISION

Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014

Background

On 23 December at around 9:15pm a subdivisional retaining wall at the
rear of No. 44 and 46 Fairbairn St Coogee failed and collapsed
affecting the rear of No’s 14, 16 and 18 Carrello Circuit, Coogee.

The retaining wall was originally built as part of subdivisional works in
the mid 90’s. Housing construction shortly followed with No.14 Carrello
Cir being the first of the 5 affected properties to commence
construction. While No. 18 Carrello Cir was the last to commence
construction in 1999. A fibreglass swimming pool was added to No. 44
Fairbairn in 2001 and is immediately adjacent the collapsed section of
wall. The pool has since been mostly emptied.

The City's investigations of the wall and its collapse identified that the
wall at the rear of 44 Fairbairn appears to have been extended in
height by up to 1.2m (roughly 2.5 to 3 courses of limestone blocks)
from a height of around 1.8m without having obtained either Planning
Approval or a Building Permit. The City’s records contain no mention of
an extension to the retaining wall height and the owners of No. 44 and
46 Fairbairn have not been able to supply any plans or documents
demonstrating approval for the additional height of the retaining wall.
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Building Permit BA94/1033 contains the approval for the construction
of the original subdivisional retaining wall. All building licences for the
dwellings along the affected section of wall depict levels consistent with
the original approved wall construction heights. No information has
been provided as to when and by whom the retaining wall height was
increased.

The owners of 44 and 46 Fairbairn in whose land the wall sits were
issued Directions Notices on (3 January 2013) by the City's Manager,
Building Services. The Directions require the owners to obtain the
necessary approvals and reconstruct the wall within 60 days of the
notice. To this end applications have been submitted by the owners of
No. 44 and 46 Fairbairn for approval to reconstruct the wall to its pre-
collapse height. Both owners have engaged the same engineering firm
to undertake the works.

At this time sections of the wall are currently braced to prevent further
collapse, however this is a very short term measure and remedial
action on the wall must be taken as soon as possible.

Submission

The adjoining rear neighbours (No. 16 and 18 Carrello Cir) were visited
on site directly, shown the proposed plans and invited to make written
comment on the proposal. The submissions are attached.

Both affected neighbours have supported the application while citing
concerns about the ongoing safety of the remaining sections of
damaged wall and the risk of further collapse.

In particular the owner of No. 16 Carrello has raised the following
points:

Option 2 (2A & 2B) Design will not be technically possible
although we would strongly object this option due to the
remaining section of the wall is leaning significantly to our back
garden.

The wall height for 46 is 3.1 meters according to the design
drawings, but the drawing does not give a datum. We are
unsure the relative height from my ground level. So we would
like the owner to ensure the top of their wall will not to exceed
the top of the wall of 44 Fairbairn Road.

We request the two owners of the wall to coordinate and ensure
that the limestone blocks appearance at our side of the wall to
match and achieve nice visual effect.
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In response to the above points the construction methodology will be to
the City's satisfaction via the Building Services Department taking into
account the views of the affected neighbours. In this regard the
construction of the wall

The final wall height will need to be established by provision of a
detailed feature survey of the wall and ground levels and detailed plans
being submitted to the City's satisfaction demonstrating exact top and
bottom wall heights along the length of the wall. The survey is also to
demonstrate the extent to which the remaining sections of the wall now
protrude into the neighbouring properties.

The finish of the wall is to be to the satisfaction of the City taking into
account the views of the adjoining land owners. In this regard the use
of natural cut limestone blocks will be required for the face of the wall.

Report

While this proposal for the extension of the wall height has been
supported by the comments of the adjoining landowners, the
reconstruction of the wall at No. 44 Fairbairn is intrinsically linked to the
reconstruction of the portion of the wall at the rear of No. 46 Fairbairn.
The works to the wall on No.46 Fairbairn are subject of a separate
application and report to Council.

As there are two separate properties each with their own sections of
the wall, these matters must be determined separately. However, it is
considered that any decisions ought to be consistent in order to
facilitate remediation of the wall and making safe of the properties
involved.

At the time of land subdivision the original height of the wall at the rear
of No. 44 Fairbairn was up to 1.8m

At the time of the collapse the height of the wall where is abuts the rear
of 16 Carrello was up to 2.8m.

At the time of the collapse the height of the wall where it abuts the rear
of 18 Carrello was up to 2.1m.

Due to the slope of the land the height of the original subdivisional
retaining wall was stepped between No. 44 and 46 Fairbairn with No.46
having originally been lower than No. 44 Fairbairn. With the
modifications the height of the wall to No. 46 has been increased to the
same level as No. 44 Fairbairn. However the wall to No. 46 is subject
of a separate application.

In considering the application, noting the supporting comments; the fact
that the modified wall height had been in place for some 15 years
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(notwithstanding it's collapse); and the fact that retaining walls of this
height of are not uncommon in Coogee (due to the undulating
topography of the area), it is recommended that that the extension of
the wall height be approved retrospectively as proposed subject to
conditions addressing the construction option, finish and height of the
wall.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

N/A

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

The proposed development was advertised for comment to the
adjoining rear neighbours. The submissions are attached.

Attachment(s)

1. Proposed Plans

2. Location Plan

3. Submissions Received

4. Photographs of the rear of No. 44 Fairbairn Rd

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners
The Proponent(s) and those who lodged a submission on the proposal

have been advised that this matter is to be considered at the February
2013 Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.
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(OCM  14/02/2013) - RETROSPECTIVE APPLICATION FOR

ADDITIONS TO RETAINING WALL HEIGHT: (LOT 61) NO. 46

FAIRBAIRN ROAD COOGEE - OWNER: M & B BAVCEVIC (3317635)
(G BOWERING) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

(1) grant retrospective planning approval for additions to a retaining
wall subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to commencement of construction a detailed feature
survey of the retaining wall undertaken by a licensed
surveyor shall be provided to the City along with detailed
plans depicting the top and bottom wall heights,
surrounding ground level heights and the extent of any
protrusion of the wall beyond the lot boundaries to the
satisfaction of the City.

2. The finish of the retaining wall shall be to the satisfaction
of the City. In this regard the use of reconstituted blocks
for the face wall is not permitted. Natural cut limestone
blocks matching the specifications of the existing
limestone face blocks are to be wused for the
reconstruction of the wall face.

3. The retaining wall shall not project beyond the Ilot
boundaries as indicated on the approved plans. Where
the remaining sections of wall may be leaning into an
adjoining site any such lean in the wall is to be corrected
through the reconstruction process. The survey required
by condition (1) shall be used to demonstrate where
correction in the lean of the wall is required.

4, The top of wall height shall be co-ordinated with the top
of wall height at No. 44 Fairbairn. In this respect no
additional height of the wall is permitted by this approval.

(2) advise those who made a submission on the proposal of the
Council's decision.

COUNCIL DECISION

Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014
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Background

On 23 December at around 9:15pm a subdivisional retaining wall at the
rear of No. 44 and 46 Fairbairn St Coogee failed and collapsed
affecting the rear of No’s 14, 16 and 18 Carrello Circuit, Coogee.

The retaining wall was originally built as part of subdivisional works in
the mid 90’s. Housing construction shortly followed with No.14 Carrello
Cir being the first of the 5 affected properties to commence
construction, while No. 18 Carrello Cir was the last to commence
construction in 1999. A fibreglass swimming pool was added to No. 44
Fairbairn in 2001 and is immediately adjacent the collapsed section of
wall. The pool has since been mostly emptied.

The City’'s investigations of the wall and its collapse identified that the
wall at the rear of 46 Fairbairn appears to have been extended in
height by up to 1.2m (roughly 3 courses of limestone blocks) from a
height of around 2.1m without having obtained either Planning
Approval or a Building Permit. The City’'s records contain no mention of
an extension to the retaining wall height and the owners of No. 44 and
46 Fairbairn have not been able to supply any plans or documents
demonstrating approval for the additional height of the retaining wall.

Building Permit BA94/1033 contains the approval for the construction
of the original subdivisional retaining wall. All building licences for the
dwellings along the affected section of wall depict levels consistent with
the original approved wall construction heights. No information has
been provided as to when and by whom the retaining wall height was
increased.

The owners of 44 and 46 Fairbairn in whose land the wall sits were
issued Directions Notices on (3 January 2013) by the City's Manager,
Building Services. The Directions require the owners to obtain the
necessary approvals and reconstruct the wall within 60 days of the
notice. To this end applications have been submitted by the owners of
No. 44 and 46 Fairbairn for approval to reconstruct the wall to its pre-
collapse height. Both owners have engaged the same engineering firm
to undertake the works.

At this time sections of the wall are currently braced to prevent further
collapse; however, this is a very short term measure and remedial
action on the wall must be taken as soon as possible.
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Submission

The adjoining rear neighbours (No. 14 and 16 Carrello Cir) were visited
on site directly, shown the proposed plans and invited to make written
comment on the proposal. The submissions are attached.

Submission from 14 Carrello

The owners of No. 14 Carrello have objected to the proposed
additional wall height for the following reasons:

“The shadow, which a wall that height topped with a standard
boundary fence of a further 1.8 metres casts over the area
which surrounds our pool on the northern aspect, can be
significant.

Furthermore given the questionable history of the wall we wish
to lodge an objection to the wall exceeding its original height at
development. This would then ensure it would be restored back
to what we have been informed by council is its original height at
development. The inability for anyone to definitively inform us
how the wall came to be over 3 metres is perplexing and
frustrating.

For our peace of mind it would be preferable to have a 1.8m
limestone wall so that if there were another catastrophic event it
would have less impact on our property in the case of another
collapse. It also concerns us that a wall exceeding 1.8 m would
be linked to the wall that didn't fall and may put pressure on the
entire height of the remaining wall.”

In response to the above points, the height of the wall and fence nears
5m and is on the north side of the property. The shadow cast by the
combination of a +3m wall and 1.8m fence is compliant with the R-
Codes as the relevant section is 8.5m long whereas the there is a
further 10.5m of wall the same height at the rear of No. 48 Fairbairn
also overshadowing the site.

However even with the proposed and existing walls in combination the
entire length of wall (including fence) does not exceed the R-Codes
overshadowing provisions which allows 25% of a site to be
overshadowed where overshadowing is approximately 21% of the site.
The main outdoor living area is beneath a covered patio on the far side
of the pool from the wall and is not overshadowed at 12 noon on 21
July (winter solstice) when assessed as per the R-Codes.

The second point raised above is noted. The City has no records of
any approvals for the wall being constructed higher than the original
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subdivisional works approvals. At this point the City can only speculate
as to how the wall heights were extended.

The third point raised may be addressed through the reconstruction of
the wall to the required engineering standards. It appears that the
extensions to the wall height were not undertaken in a manner
consistent with building and engineering standards for such structures.
However, reconstruction of the wall will be required to be certified by
structural engineers and meet or exceed building code standards. Such
works would then be subject to a builders warranty and insurances and
the like.

Submission from 16 Carrello

The owner of No. 16 Carrello has supported the application while citing
concerns about the ongoing safety of the remaining sections of
damaged wall and the risk of further collapse.

In particular, the owner of No. 16 Carrello has raised the following
points:

Option 2 (2A & 2B) Design will not be technically possible
although we would strongly object this option due to the
remaining section of the wall is leaning significantly to our back
garden.

The wall height for 46 is 3.1 meters according to the design
drawings, but the drawing does not give a datum. We are
unsure the relative height from my ground level. So we would
like the owner to ensure the top of their wall will not to exceed
the top of the wall of 44 Fairbairn Road. ...

We request the two owners of the wall to coordinate and ensure
that the limestone blocks appearance at our side of the wall to
match and achieve nice visual effect.

In response to the above points the construction methodology will be to
the City's satisfaction via the Building Services Department taking into
account the views of the affected neighbours. In this regard the
construction of the wall

The final wall height will need to be established by provision of a
detailed feature survey of the wall and ground levels and detailed plans
being submitted to the City's satisfaction demonstrating exact top and
bottom wall heights along the length of the wall. The survey is also to
demonstrate the extent to which the remaining sections of the wall now
protrude into the neighbouring properties.
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The finish of the wall is to be to the satisfaction of the City taking into
account the views of the adjoining land owners. In this regard the use
of natural cut limestone blocks will be required for the face of the wall.

Report

While this proposal for the extension of the wall height has been
supported by one of the adjoining landowners and objected to by the
other, the reconstruction of the wall at No. 46 Fairbairn is intrinsically
linked to the reconstruction of the portion of the wall at the rear of No.
44 Fairbairn. The works to the wall on No.44 Fairbairn are subject of a
separate application and report to Council.

As there are two separate properties each with their own sections of
the wall, these matters must be determined separately. However it is
considered that any decisions ought to be consistent in order to
facilitate remediation of the wall and making safe of the properties
involved.

At the time of land subdivision the original height of the wall at the rear
of No. 46 Fairbairn was up to 1.5m

At the time of the collapse the height of the wall where is abuts the rear
of 14 Carrello was up to 3.1m.

At the time of the collapse the height of the wall where it abuts the rear
of 16 Carrello was over 2m.

Due to the slope of the land the height of the original subdivisional
retaining wall was stepped between No. 44 and 46 Fairbairn with No.46
having originally been lower than No. 44 Fairbairn. With the
modifications the height of the wall to No. 46 has been increased to the
same level as No. 44 Fairbairn. As per the comments from No. 16
Carrello the wall to No0.46 is not to exceed the height of No. 44
Fairbairn and be consistent with the modified height of the wall (no
additional height permitted)

In considering the application, noting the comments received; the fact
that the modified wall height had been in place for some 15 years
(notwithstanding it's collapse); and the fact that retaining walls of this
height of are not uncommon in Coogee (due to the undulating
topography of the area), it is recommended that that the extension of
the wall height be approved retrospectively as proposed subject to
conditions addressing the construction option, finish and height of the
wall.
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Strategic Plan/Policy Implications
N/A

Budget/Financial Implications
N/A

Legal Implications

N/A

Community Consultation

The proposed development was advertised for comment to the
adjoining rear neighbours. The submissions are attached.

Attachment(s)

1. Proposed Plans

2 Location Plan

3. Submissions Received

4. Photographs of the rear of No. 44 Fairbairn Road

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

The Proponent(s) and those who lodged a submission on the proposal
have been advised that this matter is to be considered at the 14
February 2013 Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.

15. FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION ISSUES

15.1 (OCM 14/02/2013) - LIST OF CREDITORS PAID - NOVEMBER AND
DECEMBER 2012 (FS/L/001) (N MAURICIO) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION

That Council adopt the List of Creditors Paid for November and
December 2012 respectively, as attached to the Agenda.
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Background

It is a requirement of the Local Government (Financial Management)
Regulations 1996, that a List of Creditors be compiled each month and
provided to Council.

Submission

N/A

Report

The List of Accounts for November and December 2012 respectively is
attached to the Agenda for consideration. The list contains details of
payments made by the City in relation to goods and services received
by the City

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Leading & Listening
Effective and constructive dialogue with all City stakeholders.

A responsive, accountable and sustainable organisation.
Budget/Financial Implications
N/A
Legal Implications
N/A
Community Consultation
N/A
Attachment(s)

1. Listof Creditors Paid — November 2012.
2. Listof Creditors Paid — December 2012.
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Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners
N/A
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995
Nil.
15.2 (OCM 14/02/2013) - STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL ACTIVITY AND

ASSOCIATED REPORTS - NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 2012
(FS/S/001) (N MAURICIO) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION

That Council adopt the Statement of Financial Activity and associated
reports for November and December 2012 respectively, as attached to
the Agenda.

COUNCIL DECISION

Background

Regulations 1996 prescribes that a local government is to prepare
each month a Statement of Financial Activity.

Regulation 34(2) requires the Statement of Financial Activity to be
accompanied by documents containing:—

(@) details of the composition of the closing net current assets (less
restricted and committed assets);

(b) explanations for each material variance identified between YTD
budgets and actuals; and

(c) any other supporting information considered relevant by the
local government.

Regulation 34(4)(a) prescribes that the Statement of Financial Activity

and accompanying documents be presented to Council within 2
months after the end of the month to which the statement relates.
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Given no Council meeting was held in January, both November and
December Statements are required to be submitted to this meeting.

The regulations require the information reported in the statement to be
shown either by nature and type, statutory program or business unit.
The City chooses to report the information according to its
organisational business structure, as well as by nature and type.
Financial Management Regulation 34(5) requires Council to annually
set a materiality threshold for the purpose of disclosing budget variance
details. To this end, Council has adopted a materiality threshold
variance of $100,000 for the 2012/13 financial year.

Submission

N/A
Report

This report only addresses the December financial results, given its
greater currency and relevance.

Closing Funds

The City's closing municipal position of $58.9M was $2.7M higher than
the revised YTD budget target of $46.1M at the end of December. This
represents a favourable position overall, although there are numerous
factors that impact this as detailed further in this report.

The revised budget for the end of year closing position currently shows
a $134k surplus. This will fluctuate throughout the year as it is
impacted upon by various Council decisions and minor system
adjustments and corrections. Details on the composition of the
budgeted closing position are outlined in Note 3 to the financial report.

Operating Revenue

YTD operating revenue of $96.1M is tracking ahead of budget by
$5.0M. The key contributor to this result is $3.7M of additional revenue
from Waste Services fees and charges, comprised of $3.2M in
commercial landfill fees and an extra $0.5M from rated rubbish
charges.

Human Services grant funding is also $0.6M ahead of the YTD budget
mainly due to timing issues. Client fees for the out of school care
programs are down $115k due to the closure of the Harvest Lakes and
Atwell services in July last year.
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Revenue generated from rates interest, administration fees and interim
rating has collectively exceeded YTD budget by $0.5M. Underground
power service charges raised to date are also $0.19M over the full year
budget which reduces the amount of loan funding needed to complete
the project. Interest earnings on Council's investments have been
impacted by falling interest rates and are currently $0.13M behind
budget. This has been addressed in the mid-year budget review. In
the Planning and Development Division, building approval fees are
$0.15M ahead of the YTD budget whilst administration fees for
administering the developer contribution schemes are yet to be
accounted for, causing an unfavourable variance of $0.18M.

Further details of material variances are disclosed in the Agenda
attachment.

Operating Expenditure

Overall operating expenditure of $52.1M (including depreciation) is
tracking slightly under budget by $2.8M at the end of December.

Community Services is collectively $0.52M under budget comprising
favourable variances in Law and Public Safety ($178k), SLLC ($177k)
and Council's donation program ($121Kk).

Parks and Environment Services are showing an overall net
underspend of $0.93M with Parks Maintenance contributing $0.48M of
the variance and Environmental Management $0.47M.

In Engineering street lighting costs are currently $0.28M behind budget,
partly due to a lag in biling and the number of lights billed being
somewhat less than forecast in the budget. This budget has been
revised in the mid-year review.

Infrastructure Services also contribute a favourable variance of $0.15M
mainly due to a lag in billing of power for the City's properties.

Waste Services is over budget by $1.1M. However, this mostly
comprises additional landfill levy accrued of $1.3M that the City may be
liable for in the future.

Depreciation is tracking $0.77M below budget mainly due to useful life
revisions for roads and drainage made in the last revaluation exercise
conducted at 30 June 2012. This has been addressed in the mid-year
budget review.

Details of material variances by business unit are disclosed in the
agenda attachment.



Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014

[OCM 14/02/2013

The following table shows operating expenditure budgetary
performance at a nature and type level:
Y1D Variance to
Nature or Type Actual Amended Budget
Classification Budget
$ $ %
Employee Costs $18.6M $19.1M 2.6%
Materials and Contracts $16.2M $17.9M 9.5%
Utilities $1.7M $2.3M 26.1%
Insurances $1.81M $1.85M 2.2%
Other Expenses $5.2M $4.1M -26.8%
Depreciation (non cash) $10.3M $11.1M 7.2%

Other expenses are impacted by the additional accrual of landfill levy
as referred to previously.

Capital Expenditure

The City's capital budget has incurred expenditure of $23.8M versus
the YTD budget of $35.5M, resulting in an YTD variance of $11.8M.

Building works in progress contribute $8.9M of this amount ($8.4M
represents the integrated health facilities project alone), computer
infrastructure and software projects contribute another $1.1M, and land
development projects add another $0.97M.

The Engineering Division revised their capital budget cashflows in
November and this has improved their overall budget delivery
performance particularly for roads infrastructure.

The significant project spending variances are disclosed in the
attached CW Variance analysis report.

Capital Funding

Settlement of land sales is $13.0M behind budget targets, comprising
the sale of lot 9001 Ivankovich Ave ($11.9M balance owing) Grandpre
Crescent development ($1.0M balance still to settle) and subdivision of
Lot 702 Bellier Place and Lot 65 Erpingham Road ($1.0M). Partially off-
setting these, is the unbudgeted sale of lot 331 Boswell Place to the
Education Department for $1.6M. This has been included in the mid-
year budget review.

Proceeds from plant and vehicle sales are $0.4M behind the YTD
budget due mainly to timing issues.

Grants and developer contributions were collectively $2.8M behind
YTD targets. These are however subject to the respective projects
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capital spending and formal claims processes and will be achieved in
due course.

Loan funds of $1.0M are still to be raised for the Emergency Services
building project, but will be done so shortly after assessing lending
rates following the Reserve Bank’s monetary policy decision at its
February meeting.

Transfers from and to Reserves are $13.2M and $13.0M behind budget
respectively. However, these are highly correlated to capital spending
and capital income from land sales.

Cash & Investments

Council's cash and current/non-current investment holding reduced to
$103.3M from $108.8M the previous month in line with the City's
operating activities.

$51.0M of this holding represents the City's cash backed reserves with
another $5.2M representing funds held for other restricted purposes
(such as bonds, restricted grants and capital infrastructure
contributions). The remainder of $47.1M represents the cash and
investment components of the City's working capital, required to fund
ongoing operations and the capital program.

The City’s investment portfolio made a weighted annualised return of
5.16% for the month of December, unchanged from the previous
month. The benchmark BBSW performance for the corresponding
period was 3.44%.

The majority of investments are held in term deposit (TD) products
placed with highly rated APRA (Australian Prudential Regulation
Authority) regulated Australian banks. These are predominantly
invested for terms between three and six months, as this is where the
main value lies within the current yield curve and also minimises cash
flow liquidity risks.

Whilst the Reserve Bank has progressively reduced interest rates over
the past several months by 100 basis points, the City's investment
strategy of rolling over TD’s for up to six month terms has somewhat
buffered the City’s investment performance from a significant downturn.

However, given the extent of the past rate cuts and the potential for
more in the near future, the budget for interest earnings on municipal
funds have been revised downwards by $0.5M in the mid-year budget
review. Interest earnings on reserve funds however, are expected to
meet budget given their YTD performance. This has been aided by the
delayed capital spending on the integrated health facilities and the
generally longer investment terms locking in past higher rates of return.
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Description of Graphs and Charts

There is a bar graph tracking Business Unit operating expenditure
against budget. This provides a very quick view of how the different
units are tracking and the comparative size of their budgets.

The Capital Expenditure graph tracks the YTD capital spends against
the budget. It also includes an additional trend line for the total of YTD
actual expenditure and committed orders. This gives a better
indication of how the capital budget is being exhausted, rather than just
purely actual cost alone.

A liquidity graph shows the level of Council's net current position
(adjusted for restricted assets) and trends this against previous years.
This gives a good indication of Council's capacity to meet its financial
commitments over the course of the year.

Council's overall cash and investments position is provided in a line
graph with a comparison against the YTD budget and the previous
year’'s position at the same time.

Pie charts included show the break-up of actual operating income and
expenditure by nature and type and the make-up of Council's current
assets and liabilities (comprising the net current position).

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Leading & Listening
- Aresponsive, accountable and sustainable organisation.

Manage our financial and infrastructure assets to provide a
sustainable future.

A culture of risk management and compliance with relevant
legislation, policy and guidelines

Budget/Financial Implications

Material variances identified of a permanent nature (ie. not due to
timing issues) may impact on Council's final budget position
(depending upon the nature of the item) and may need to be
addressed at the mid-year budget review.
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Legal Implications
N/A

Community Consultation

N/A

Attachment(s)

1. Statement of Financial Activity and associated reports —
November 2012.

2. Statement of Financial Activity and associated reports —
December 2012.

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners
N/A
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995
Nil.
15.3 (OCM 14/02/2013) - REGIONAL AQUATIC AND RECREATION

COMMUNITY FACILITY (RARCF) - BUSINESS PLAN (CR/M/117) (S
DOWNING) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

(1) advertise the Business Plan for the Regional Aquatic and
Recreation Community Facility in partnership with the Fremantle
Football Club Limited and Curtin University in accordance with
section 3.59 (4) of the Local Government Act 1995; and

(2) call for public submissions from interested parties on the
Business Plan; and prepare a report on public submissions on
the Business Plan to be presented to the May 2013 Ordinary
Council Meeting.

COUNCIL DECISION
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Background

The Business Plan has been prepared for Council as directed in a
resolution of the Special Council Meeting held on 5 December 2012:

(1) accept the Heads of Agreement between the City of
Cockburn and the Fremantle Football Club subject to
amendments as agreed by Council behind closed doors;
and

(2) utilise the information contained in the Agreement as the
basis for the preparation of a Business Plan, pursuant to
Section 3.59 of the Local Government Act, 1995 to be
presented to Council for consideration in February 2013.

Pursuant to the Local Government Act, the City is required to prepare a
Business Plan to ensure that Council has taken a long term planned
approach to the proposed development of the Integrated Regional
Aquatic and Recreation Community Facility in terms of the capital and
recurrent costs of the proposed facility and having regard to the
intrinsic value of the asset to the community.

Council's adopted Plan for the District 2006 - 2016 identified the
requirement for a new aquatic and recreation facility to replace South
Lake Leisure Centre. The location of the new facility has been planned
to be within the Cockburn Central West (CCW) precinct as this would
assist in the creation of a major development hub centrally located
within the City.

The Fremantle Football Club (FFC), as part of a due diligence process
to investigate alternative to a Fremantle Oval redevelopment, identified
the Cockburn Central West site as an option. The Club entered
discussions with the City to investigate the opportunity to integrate the
Club’s future facilities into the City's proposed aquatic and recreation
facility at CCW. A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed
between the City, the FFC and the University of Notre Dame (UND) to
explore the option of developing an integrated recreation, elite sport
and education precinct on the site. The UND has since withdrawn its
interest in proceeding with a joint development on the site. Since the
withdrawal of the UND, the City has subsequently signed a MoU with
Curtin University to have a presence on the site.

The City has prepared a concept design for the aquatic and recreation
component of the facility based on extensive community and
stakeholder consultation with this concept being endorsed by the
Council as the ‘base build’ design at the Special Council Meeting held
on 20 September, 2012.

79



[OCM 14/02/2013

80

Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014

In addition to the adoption of the ‘base build’ as part of the City's
requirements, Council resolved to;

“continue discussions and planning for the project under the Integrated
Concept; combining the new Regional Aquatic and Recreation
Community Facility, the Fremantle Football Club's Elite Athlete and
Administration Centre and a component for a Tertiary Education
Institute on the basis that each party will be responsible for its capital
and operating costs for inclusion in a Heads of Agreement for
consideration by Council.”

In accordance with this resolution, the City and the FFC have worked
together to develop concept plans and a cost estimate for an integrated
facility proposed at the Cockburn Central West site. Cox Howlett and
Bailey Woodland were commissioned by both parties to prepare a
master plan report and concept designs for an integrated facility. The
concept includes the City's ‘base build’ requirements for an aquatic and
recreation facility as option 1 and the inclusion of the FFC’s training
and administration facilities, space for a tertiary education institute and
a potential function centre as option 2. The concept designs and report
acknowledges the characteristics of the CCW site, draft structure plan
and background studies that have been completed to date. The report
outlines the key relationships between the major components of the
proposed site development and how they will meet community
expectations.

Development of an integrated facility of this nature would allow the City
to submit a much stronger case for Federal and State Government
funding that otherwise may not be substantiated if presented as a
stand-alone facility. The innovation of a combination of community,
elite sports and education requirements coming together places any
submission for funding in a strong position, when compared to other
stand-alone facilities seeking funding from the same pool.

To cement this position, the City and FFC formalised their partnership,
signing a Heads of Agreement on 21 December 2012. A copy of the
HOA is not publically available as it is commercial-in—confidence.

The existing recreation and aquatic facility at South Lake is now twenty
one years old, having opened in 1992. The facility was constructed on
land owned by the Education Department and is now at the end of its
economic life without substantial funds being expended to refurbish
and re-build the entire complex. Although the possibility that the facility
could be re-built, the significant hurdle facing the City is the site is too
small to expand the facility to include more pools, sports stadiums and
other facilities identified in the public consultation process. On that
basis a different site was located during the planning phase that is
more centrally located.
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The City has undertaken a number of public consultation programs to
seek comment from the community and in particular comment and
input from local and state sporting organisations. Their support for this
project has been overwhelming. The City has received a number of
letters of support to date from clubs, state sporting associations and
politicians as identified below.

Submission

N/A

Report

The proposed development of the Facility at Cockburn Central West is
a partnership between the City of Cockburn, Fremantle Football Club
and Curtain University. The project once completed would deliver
state-of- the-art aquatic, recreation, education and elite training
facilities to the region, servicing a catchment population area of over
200,000 people. The broad scope of the project will deliver three pools,
six court stadium, hydrotherapy pool and recovery area, gym and
group fitness, retail and café, ovals, créche, allied health and
receptions plus FFC elite training and administration facilities and
education facilities for Curtain University.

The overall capital cost of the facility has been estimated at $107M
excluding any capital requirements from Curtain University. A principle
of the integrated development is that each party will be responsible to
fund its own facilities and not subsidise the other party.
Notwithstanding this, an integrated approach means the project has
much stronger funding opportunities through State and Federal grants.
The partners will be seeking to source 30% of funding from State and
Federal grants with applications already being presented and reviewed
by government.

The Business Plan for the proposed integrated facility examines and
tests a number income and expenditure scenarios and provides
realistic assumptions on the performance of the facility from a whole of
a life cycle perspective. The business plan will outline the proposed
project management model and facility management structure required
to deliver the project along with a risk assessment. One of the key aims
financially is to ensure the subsidy for the proposed facility is similar to
that already applied to the South Lakes Leisure Centre and therefore a
number of strategies have been explored to achieve this.

Section 3.59 of the Local Government Act (a copy of the section is
included in Appendix 1) refers to the preparation of Business Plan for a
Major Trading Undertaking or Major Land Transaction. As the trading
undertaking associated with the construction of the Cockburn Central
West facility will exceed the prescribed limits imposed by Regulation 7
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and 9 of the Local Government (Functions and General) Regulations
1996, (a copy of the regulations is included in Appendix 1) it is required
of Council to prepare a Business Plan.

Business Plan Objectives

1. Provide the Community and Stakeholders with an overview of the
proposed project being undertaken by the City of Cockburn

2. Demonstrate Council's ability to deliver the project and maintain a
financially sustainable on the capital and recurrent fiscal account

3. Demonstrate Council's compliance with Section 3.59(3) of the Local
Government Act 1995.

4. Provide the opportunity for public comment on the proposed project
and Business Plan

Once the Council has considered the Business Plan, the Council is
required to advertise the Business Plan, calling for submissions. If any
submissions are received, the local government is to consider any
submissions made and may or may not decide to proceed with the
undertaking or transaction as proposed. For the proposal to proceed in
accordance with the Business Plan an absolute majority vote of
Council is required

Project Objectives for the Regional Aquatic and Recreation
Community Facility (RARCF)

1. To deliver a state of the art aquatic and recreation facility to meet
the current and future needs of the City of Cockburn community and
the broader region

2. To work in partnership with the Fremantle Football Club and Curtin
University to develop an integrated facility

3. To work in partnership with the Fremantle Football Club to
strengthen the opportunity in  seeking State and Federal
Government funding and to ;

4. Provide a facility that is long term financially sustainable for the City
to manage.

The attached Business Plan is split into nine sections as follows:

1. Background

2. Building the RARCF - land and building issues around the
construction of RARCF

3. Funding the RARCF — How the City will fund the construction of the
RARCF

4. Operating the RARCF — How the City will operate the RARCF with

assumptions

Impact on City of Cockburn and other Capital Projects

Risk Management Issues — How the City will manage the identified

risk issues

o 0



Document Set ID: 4205544
Version: 1, Version Date: 04/12/2014

[OCM 14/02/2013

7. Residual Issues — What to do with the current facility at South
Lakes

8. Conclusions

9. Public Comments on the Business Plan

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Infrastructure
Community facilities that meet the diverse needs of the community
now and into the future.

Partnerships that help provide community infrastructure.

Community & Lifestyle

People of all ages and abilities to have equal access to our facilities
and services in our communities.

Promotion of active and healthy communities.

A Prosperous City
Sustainable development that ensures Cockburn Central becomes
a Strategic Regional Centre.

A range of leading educational facilities and opportunities.

Environment & Sustainability
A community that uses resources in a sustainable manner.

Budget/Financial Implications

A detailed report on the funding and construction of the Regional
Aquatic and Recreation Community Facility is included in the Business
Plan attached to this report.

Legal Implications

Local Government Act 1995, Section 3.59 — Commercial Enterprises
by local governments and Local Government (Functions and General)
Regulations 1996, Part 3 — Commercial Enterprises by local
governments (s. 3.59).

Community Consultation
The Business Plan is to advertise in the West Australian newspaper,
the Cockburn Gazette, the Cockburn Herald, placed on the Council's

website (highlighted on the front page), and placed in the Council's
three libraries and a notice on the public notice board of Council. The
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Council will call for public submissions and will provide a minimum six
week comment period.

Attachment(s)

Business Plan —Regional Aquatic and Recreation Community Facility in
partnership with the Fremantle Football Club Limited and Curtin
University.

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

N/A

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

Nil.

(OCM 14/02/2013) - REVIEW OF BUSINESS PLAN 2012/13 AND

MIDYEAR BUDGET REVIEW (IM/B/006; IM/B/007) (S DOWNING)
(ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council

(1) receive the Business Plan Review for 2012/13; and

(2) amend the Municipal Budget for 2012/13 as set out in the
Schedule of Budget amendments, as attached to the Agenda.

TO BECARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL

COUNCIL DECISION
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Background

Section 33A (1) of the Local Government (Financial Management)
Regulations 1996 requires Council to review its annual budget between
1 January and 31 March in each year.

Council adopted its annual Business Plan at the Ordinary Council
Meeting in June 2012. In accordance with Policy SC34 Budget

Management, a formal report on the progress of the Plan is to be
presented at the February 2013 Ordinary Council Meeting.

Submission

N/A

Report

Business Plan Review 2012/13

The attached Business Plan Review outlines the progress made in
achieving Council's business activity plan and program budgets for the
FY 2012/13. The review identifies that the operational income and
expenditure forecasts are running close to expectations. There has
also been considerable progress in achieving the program objectives of
each of the City’s Business Units.

The capital works program is progressing, but with year-to-date
expenditure being behind projections on a cash basis but in line on a
cash and commitment basis. The majority of capital works, around
85%, will still be delivered as per the Budget. Further details on the
Business Plan are available in the attachment.

Mid-Year Budget Review

A detailed schedule on the review of the Municipal Budget for the
period 1 July 2012 to 31 December 2012 is attached to the Agenda.
The report sets out details of all proposed changes recommended by
City Officers and a brief explanation as to why the changes are
required. All forecasts are post allocation of ABC cost charges or
income recoveries. A list of significant revenue and expenditure items
are noted below with a detailed budget reference linking to the
attached schedules.

Rating Income
The City has achieved the interim rates budget of $1.1m or 2% in the
first six months. There is now additional income from interim rating for

this budget review. The City is still benefiting from growth in
commercial and industrial land and associated developments. What
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has been slow in the first half of the financial year are housing starts
and limited land releases for residential housing. There has been new
subdivision work in the commercial and industrial parts of the Cockburn
Commercial Park as well as Phoenix Business Park and more
completed developments at Jandakot City. The estimate for additional
rating income is $400,000.

Interest Income

Interest rates on deposit funds with major financial institutions have
been significantly reduced over the last six months as the RBA has
lowered the cash rate. Rather than an average 5% to 5.5% for City
surplus funds, the City is now receiving 4% to 4.5%. This has had a
negative effect of the municipal interest income budget of $499,000 for
the remaining financial year. The impact might be even worse if the
RBA continues to lower the cash rate. The budget for the Reserves
remains unchanged as the actual cash holding is higher than
budgeted, partially offsetting the lowering of the cash rate.

Waste Related Income

Overall Landfill income will increase by an estimated $1.7M. The
majority of this will be from Gate Fees arising from stronger activity in
the commercial disposal sector. This but will be offset by an increase in
the landfill levwy paid to the State Government. The Landfill Levy
budget will increase from $4.5M to $4.96M for 2012/13. This is due to
additional tonnages through the Gate. Sales of iron and non-ferrous
metals have been budgeted to decrease by $300,000 to $300,000 as
the higher prices paid in prior years stalls as the need for recyclables
diminishes in the face of a slower global economy.

Overall the landfill is budgeted to produce a surplus for 2012/13 after
all expenditure (including landfill levy) and transfers to reserves of
$831,000.

Waste Collection Levy income will be higher by $712,000 resulting
from higher interim rates. This will be offset with an increase of
$243,000 to the Gate Fees imposed by the SMRC for recycling,
$282,000 for higher take up of trailer passes and $560,000 for more
diversions from the SMRC for commercial waste and MSW waste not
accepted by the SMRC due to the interim licence conditions imposed
by the SMRC and the self-imposed closed down of the WCF facility at
the SMRC over the Christmas period. It is noted that the higher
tonnages of MSW waste collected as compared with budget may lead
to a small deficit on the Waste Collection budget rather than a
breakeven position. This budget has a zero impact on the municipal
budget as all funds are quarantined within the Waste Reserves.

Major Expenditure ltems
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Comments are provided on major items of $30,000 or over.
Information Technology

Implementation of a range of new servers in the first six months has
been leased rather than purchased outright, a saving on the capital
account. As such, there is a need to increase the lease operating
budget by $75,000 to cover the lease costs. Leases are for four years
with zero residual.

South Lake Leisure Centre

There is a saving of $60,000 on power consumption costs due to the
slower implementation of a sub-metre, which as expected some six
months ago. This saving has been offset by higher gas prices and the
need for more life guards and temporary staff.

Human Services

A review by senior management of Human Services has found an
additional $75,000 that can be allocated to cover the cost of corporate
overheads and administration, reducing the subsidy paid by Council to
fund state and federal government funds programs. This subsidise is
now $500,000 per year.

Summer Concerts and Events

Council allocates up to 1% of rates income to fund summer concerts
and the summer of fun. In the adopted budget this was trimmed by
$43,000. After the concert series was reviewed, it was believed that
this funding was required to effectively present the community with this
year's series of events. The funds have come from municipal funds.

Statutory Planning

An increase of $99,000 is proposed as an outcome of court imposed
fines. This is offset by an increase in legal expenses of $50,000 arising
from prosecutions and SAT hearings on range of planning matters.

Strategic Planning

An increase in fees for structure plans of $90,000 arising from the
Cockburn Coast structure plan being released early.
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Building Services

Due to the increased activity in the building Services area, a further
$0.25M in building licence income is added to the revenue budget. A
substantial portion of the additional income is to be absorbed in more
temporary staff to meet the larger number of building licence
applications received and the shortage of building surveyors.

Land Administration

The City sold a block of land, approved by Council but un-budgeted for
in the 2012/13 Adopted Budget. The land in Boswell Place Yangebup
was sold to the Education Department for $1.6M at their request. The
second budget adjustment is for the land in Grandpre Hamilton Hill.
The development yielded $0.62M more than originally budgeted. All
funds are transferred to the Land Development Reserve as required by
Policy.

Park Construction and Maintenance

A series of minor budget changes to the Parks capital budget are being
sought. The two major ones are for changes to the Powell Reserve
irrigation project which incurred waste charges of $75,000 associated
with removal of fill, this was not budgeted. The second one is the
McTaggart Park shelters project. The cost was $45,000 more than
budgeted. The assessment of the facility was that it had to be replaced
in its entirety rather than in part as originally budgeted. This was offset
with a reduction of $70,000 in the Trails Master Plan cost.

Roads Construction and Maintenance

There was a series of small budget adjustments in this Capital Works
budget all but one less than $30,000 and that was a drainage pr